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FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 


3RITISH & AMERICAN MORTGAGE CO. Lp. 


CAPITAL, £1,5€0,000. Subscribed, £700,000; Paid-up, £220,000 ; Uncalled, £489,0(0, 
TRUSTEES { Phe Right Hon. HuGu CULLING EARDLEY CHILDERS, M.P., F.R.S. 
The Rizht Hon. Grorar Joun SHUAW-LEFEVRE, M.P. 
Homr Drrecrors. 

JOUN CROFT DEVERELL, Esq., 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 
WALTER RANDOLPH Farquuar, Esq.. Banker, 16, St. James’-street. 
BEAUMONT WM 1111AM Lupnock, Esq.. Banker, 15. Lombard-street. 
Sir CHARLFS NICHOLSON, Bart.. D.C.L.. LL.D . The Grange. Totteridge. 
GEORGE BABINGTON PARKER, Esq., 13, Victoria-street, Westminster. 
WILLIAM Henry Stone. Esq., Lea-park, Godalming. 

skEns | Messrs. Roparts, Lunpock, & Co, 15, Lombard-street, E.C 

cement * ( Messrs, HERRIES, FARQUHAR, & Co., 16, St, James’- street, 8.W. 

The Directors issue Debentures for 3, 5,7, or 10 years. bearing 4 per cent. in- 
terest, payable half-yearly by coupons, secured by the Company’s Mortgages, 
which are made with a margin of from one-half to two-thirds of the value of the 
property, together with the uncalled Capital (£180,000), 

9 DY, its Articles of Association the Company’s Business is restricted to First 
Mortgages on Freehold Property, and its Debenture Issue is limited to the 
amount of the Subscribed Capital. 

The precautions taken in the selection of Mortgages render these Debentures 
especially suitable for the investment of Trust or other Funds, they being exempt 
from the fluctuations in value attaching to ordinary Stocks and Shares, 

F or prospectuses, application forms, and further information apply to 

Offices of the Company, 6, Old Jewry, E.C. SAMUEL GILES, Secretary. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDs, Lonpon, W.C. | 


W hole-world policies in mcst cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 
SPECIMEN BONUSES. 


Actual additions made to Policies of £1,00) effected under Tables I. and II, 





— NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
at kutry. 


Ten. Twenty. Thirty. | Forty. 


£ 
103 
112 
1.4 
147 
197 


£ 8. 
191 10 
211 
232 
278 


3.2 


& &. 
431 0 
464 10 
525 10 
*626 10 
*836 10 


£ s. 
*1,022 0 
*1,167 0 
*1,343 10 


20 
40 
40 
50 
60 


EXAM? LE.— A Policy for £1,(00, effected 20 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than $0 per cent. 
In the cases marked * the Benuses, if surrencered, would be more than 


suflicient to extinguish all futwie premiums, and the Policy-holcers wouid stiil | 
be entitled to share in future profits. 


THE CHANCERY 


LANE 
OFFERS 


Perfect Security for Manuscripts. 


SAFE DEPOSIT 
Perfect Security from Fire. 
Perfect Security from Burglars. 
Perfect Security for Solicitors. 
Perfect Security for Deeds & Jewels. 
Perfect Security for Mortgages and 
Leases. 
Security for 
Settlements. Gentlemen, 
THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT-- 
Guarded Night and Day. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
6,(00 Safes and Rooms, 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
Writing and Waiting Rooms. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
Safes, 1 to 5 Guineas. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
Strong Rooms, 8 to 90 Guineas. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Telephone Room for Renteis. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
A Necessity of the Time. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
Within the Reach of All. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
Lighted by Electricity. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 


Cards to View on App ication to the Manager. 


Perfect Security for Bullion. 
Perfect Security for Companics. 
Perfect Security for Trustecs. 
Perfect Sccurity for Surveyors. 
Perfect Perfect for Country 


Marriage Security 


THE DEPOSIT— 


THE DEPOSIT— 
THE DEPOSIT— 
THE DEPOSIT— 
THE 
THE DEPOSIT — 
THE DEPOSIT— 
THE DEPOSIT— 
THE 

CHANCERY 
AND 62, CHANCERY 


THE LANE SAFE DEPOSIT, 


LANE, Lonvun, W.C, 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue oRGANIzATION instituted by the Incorporated Law Society 
for enabling the solicitors of each locality to bring to the notice of 
their Parliamentary representatives the questions arising on the 
Land Transfer Bill is now getting to work throughout the country, 


/and we believe that, from the energetic manner in which the 
| movement is being taken up, there is every prospect of its com- 
| plete success. 
| promptness in carrying out the suggestions of the council ; time is 
| slipping away, and Whitsuntide will soon be here. 


We must, however, again urge the importance of 


It is eesential 
that the reports from the committees in each electoral district 
should reach the council in good time, with a view to further 
proceedings. Arrangements are, we believe, in active progress for 
the London district ; but as to these no apprehension need be felt, 
since they will be under the immediate supervision of a president 
who does not grudge any exertion, and who most fortunately 
occupies the chair at a time when administrative ability and inde- 
fatigable energy are above all things essential. 


ANOTHER TRANSFER is in course of preparation of a hundred 
actions from the lists of Mr. Justice Norru, Mr. Justice Srixiine, 
and Mr. Justice Currry to Mr. Justice Kexewicn, 





Mr. E. F. Day, a son of Mr. Justice Day, has been appointel 
by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society as Assistant- 
Examiner in Conveysncing for the Intermediate Exumination, in 
the place of Mr. P. H. Coxe, who has resigned. Mr. Coxe during 
his term of office proved himself an able examiner, whose servicer, 
we believe, the council were very sorry to lose. 


Tue reason for the rew rule of court, ord. 65, r. 198 (ante, p. 
437), would seem to be that a difficulty has arieen with the taxing 
masters in ascertaining the date of the “passing” of an order 
directing taxation, within the words of the rule for which the 
new rule is substituted. ‘The authorities have now arrived at the 
knowledge that an order is not ‘‘perfected’’ until it is entered on 
the record. There has been a non-official custom of indorsing on 
an order a date, which in fact was intended to represent the date 
at which the order was “perfected,” but was not always reliable. 
It is understood that measures will be taken to indorse on a 
perfected” order the date of entry, probably by an official 
stamp, so as to carry out the new rule. 


So Lone aco a8 1886 the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
called the attention of the House of Commons, through Mr. 
Grecory, to the hardship to which purchasers, mortgagees, 
executors, trustcee, and others liable for payment of duties to the 
Crown were exposed by the present law. Mr. Gixecony moved a 
resolution that a limitation in point of time should be applicable to 
those duties. After some discussion Mr. Ginecony withdrew his 
resolution, on the suggestion of the Prime Minister that the ques- 
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tion should be brought forward as a substantive motion, and he 
promised on behalf of the Government that it would be met in a 
practical spirit. Clauses were accordingly prepared and submitted 
to the Government with a view to their being proposed and dis- 
cussed on the Inland Revenue Bill of thet session, and certain prin. 
ciples were agreed upon with the Treasury, but owing to the early 
dissolution of Parliament in that year they were not carried into 
effect. Last year the council brought the matter under the notice of 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, who promised to give it careful con- 
sideration, and later in the session the council, with the assistance 
of Mr. Sypney Gener, obtained an assurance from the Government 
that the matter would receive early attention. Early this year the 
council again prepared a statement, which was sent to the pro- 
vincial law societies, and their co-operation invited in bringing the 
matter to the notice of Parliament. The Customs and Inland 
Revenue Bill now before Parliament contains provisions for 
remedying the existing grievance, which are practically those 
agreed upon with the Treasury in 1886. The profession are 
greatly indebted to the council for their continued and successful 
action in this matter. 


THERE Is a very general curiosity as to the reasons which can 
have led to the issue at the present time of the extraordinary rule 
of court on which we commented last week. There is no evidence 
in support of the theory that it owes its origin to Mr. Justice Kay, 
and that his activity has been stimulated by the recent decision of 
the Court of Appeal in Lumley v. Brookes (37 W. R. 454), in 
which, on a question relating to an action to recover a solicitor’s 
bill of costs, the learned judge received a severe rebuke, the 
appeal judges being under the impression (which was formerly 
universally entertained on the English bench) that every suitor was 
entitled to have the order made to which, according to law, he was 
entitled; whereas, as Lord Justice Linptey said, ‘‘the order of 
Kay, J., did not give the plaintiffs {the solicitors] that to which 
they were entitled.” Nor does it seem likely that Mr. G. Mayor 
Cooxr’s case can have given occasion for the new rule, for in that 
case the costs were incurred in the county court. Why the rule should 
be made at this particular time, fourteen years after the Jud‘cature 
Act came into operation, must remain a mystery. This, how- 
ever, is not the point to which we wish to draw attention. The 
new rule is intended to enable a taxing master, instead of con- 
sidering the items of a bill, to assess the costs at a gross sum, the 
effect of which will be to render it impossible for the solicitor to 
shew that, as to any item, the taxing master has proceeded on a 
wrong principle, and so will probably preclude review of taxation. 
We venture to ask whether the Rule Committee has jurisdiction to 
deprive suitors and solicitors of this right? ‘‘The Judicature 





Act,” said the present Lord Esner in Lyell v. Kennedy (30 W. R., 
at p. 495, 20 Ch. D., at p. 491), “is nothing but a statute as to 
procedure ; it is mere procedure, and does not alter the 
rights of anybody.” ‘‘ The orders and rules under the Judicature 
Acts, 1873 and 1875,” said Lord Justice Bramwett in Pellas v. 
Neptune Marine Insurance Co, (28 W. R. 406), ‘are matters of 
procedure, and are not intended to alter the rights of the parties.” | 
We are quite aware of the principle laid down by Sir Joun Leacu 
in Alsop v. Lord Oxford (18 Beay. 566), that, ‘‘ generally speaking, 
the decision of the master on taxation is final: he is the sole judge 
of the fact whether the business has been done, and of the proper 
charge to be made for it; and it is further his duty to inquire | 





bias, says: ‘As was to be expected, a not inconsiderable 
degree of dissatisfaction is being expressed with regard to the 
new rule giving to a taxing master the absolute discretion, 
apparently without appeal, to disallow or to reduce costs by 
assessing the same at a gross sum. ‘The most common example, of 
which many will be able to recall an instance, of costs incurred 
bearing an undue proportion to the amount recovered, occurs in the 
case of claimants to a fund or an estate which has been long lost 
sight of. The expense of searching up and proving a pedigree, or 
of discovering and proving documents of title which have been 
mislaid or have got into the hands of adverse possessors after 
the lapse of yeare, when two or three generations have passed 
away, and the claimants are numerous, cannot be calculated 
beforehand. In such a case the costs may legitimately swallow up 
a large proportion of the value recovered, leaving but little to be 
divided between the successful litigants. Great injustice to the 
solicitor concerned may be done by a taxing master who forms the 
opinion that the costs were ‘excessive having regard to the value’ 
of the estate to which they relate. And yet it is hard to find out 
what the solicitor’s remedy would be. Interference with the dis- 
cretion of any official from whom there is an appeal, either by way 
of review of taxation or to the Court of Appeal, is a course which 
judges are slow to adopt—so slow, indeed, that, in the few cases in 
which that is done, the device is resorted to of deciding that no 
discretion has been exercised. The rule is not to come into 
operation until the Ist of June, and there is yet time to alter it so 
as to mitigate the injustice which would arise from its coming into 
force in its present shape.” 





Tue case of Barker v. Hempstead (ante, p. 440), establishes an 
important exception to the rule that a plaintiff in an action of con- 
tract brought in the High Court, who recovers less than £50, shall 
be entitled only to county court costs. It was there held by the 
Divisional Court, reversing the decision of Maruew, J., and restor- 
ing the order originally made by the master, that by virtue of a 
proviso contained in section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, a 
plaintiff in the High Court who, in an action of contract, recovers 
more than £20, though Jess than £50, is entitled to costs on the 
High Court scale where he has recovered a portion only of the sum 
claimed by procedure under order 14, and the residue by other 
means. In the case cited the writ was specially indorsed for £47 ; 
judgment under order 14 for £45 was obtained, while the balance 
of £2, in respect of which leave to defend was given, was referred 
to the official referee, who found for the plaintiff for that amount. 
The proviso in section 116, upon which the decision turned, is a 
new enactment, and is in the following terms :—* Provided that if 
in any action founded on contract the plaintiff shall, within 
twenty-one days after the service of the writ, or within such 


| further time as may be ordered by the High Court, or a judge 
| thereof, obtain an order under order 14 of the Rules of the 


Supreme Court empowering him to enter judgment for a sum of 
twenty pounds or upwards, he shall be entitled to costs according 


_ to the scale for the time being in use in the Supreme Court.” In 


holding, as they did, in the case above cited, that the plaintiff was 


entitled, under the terms of this proviso, to have all his costs taxed 


on the High Court scale, and not merely the costs up to the 
judgment under order 14, it is submitted that the Divisional 


| Court adopted the true construction, thereby giving effect to what 


must be taken to have been the object of the Legislature—namely, 





whether the business was required to be done ; for, if the solicitor | to encourage suitors to have recourse to the summary method of 
negligently or ignorantly takes any unnecessary proceedings, it is procedure prescribed by order 14 whenever a debt or liquidated 
the duty of the master to protect the client from any charge in | demand in money, exceeding in amount £20, and arising in one or 
respect of such proceedings. The court will only interfere where | other of the ways specified by ord. 3, r. 6, of the High Court 
the master acts upon some mistaken principle.” But all this | Rules, is payable by the defendant. To require a plaintiff, in such 
assumes that the taxing master will exercise a discretion as to each | cases, to adopt the somewhat analogous remedy available in the 
item of the bill, and we ask again, where is the authority for county court, by issuing a default summons, would undoubtedly be 
making a rule under which all that a taxing master need do is to | unreasonable, for the costs of a writ in the High Court are less 
ascertain the amount of the fund or estate to which the proceedings | than those of a default summons, and the fees are less (see Pitt- 
relate and the total amount of the bill, and then, in his uncontrolled Lewis’s County Courts Act, 1888, 2nd ed., p. 50). Moreover, the 
discretion, to assess the costs at any ‘gross sum” which he (or his remedy by default summons is, in many respects, less convenient 
directing judge) may consider fit ? and less efficacious than that provided by order 14. 


Write on the new rule above referred to, a correspondent, In THE RECENT CASE Of Re Phillips, Robinson v. Burke (37 W. R. 
whose position removes him from any suspicion of professional 504) Mr. Justice Currry threw doubt upon the decision in Re 
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Marsh, Mason v. Thorne (32 Sortcrrors’ Journat, 457, 57 L. J. 
Ch. 639), upon which we commented some time ago (32 Soxicrrors’ 
JournaL, 521). The question relates to the execution of powers by 
a general devise. In the last-mentioned case the power was con- 
tained in a marriage settlement, and the husband was to exercise it 
by will ‘legally executed and expressly referring to this power or 
the subject thereof.” It was contended, and not unreasonably, 
that this was not a power to appoint in any manner the testator 
might think proper, so as to come within the words of section 27 
of the Wills Act, 1837; for although the objects of the power 
were unlimited, the mode in which it was to be exercised was not. 
But Norrn, J., thought differently, and held that the words of the 
section overrode the restriction sought to be imposed by the deed. 
Clearly the matter is by no means free from doubt, and in Re 
Marsh Currry, J., said that he should have had difficulty in 
taking the same view. But the case before him was distinguishable. 
It related to a power over a trust fund to be exercised from time to 
time by the donee ‘‘ by any writing (but not by his last will and 
testament or any codicil thereto, unless he should expressly 
refer to the said trust fund and premises).”” These words are, of 
course, much stronger than those in Re Marsh, but the reasoning 
founded upon them appears to be equally applicable to both cases. 
The power was not a power to appoint in any manner the testator 
might think proper, because there was a restriction on the mode of 
exercising it, although the objects of it were general. Indeed, it 
was not a power to appoint by will at all, unless the will should 
be of a particular description. But exactly the same might be 
said of the power in Re Marsh. That was not a power to appoint 
by a will of any kind, but only by a will expressly referring to the 
power. The law is thus left extremely doubtful upon a form 
which has been frequently used in settlements, and it is to be 
hoped that a case will soon be taken to the Court of Appeal. In 
future deeds, where it is desired to exclude section 27, the more 
stringent form used in the settlement in Re Phillips may probably 
be relied on as sufficient for the purpose. 





In tHE course of the recent case of Rose v. Hale Mr. Justice 
Kay took occasion to make some very strong remarks on the 
position of a solicitor who acts for two parties with opposing in- 
terests, and he threw upon the practice the responsibility for very 
much of the litigation which comes before him. There does not 
appear, so far as we can ascertain, in that case to have been anything 
worse than the fact that the solicitor for the vendor, who afterwards 
became also the solicitor for the purchaser, allowed the latter to give 
up to the vendor for the site of a chapel a portion of the land he 
had bought, and apparently, in so doing, the purchaser was acting 
quite with his eyes open. It may be doubted whether this was 
the occasion for the severe rebuke which the judge felt it 
his duty to administer, and it may be suggested that it is the 
business of the court to settle disputes between parties, and not to 
go out of its way to blazon forth to the world the errors, if errors 
they be, of solicitors who happen to come before it. The difficulty 
of acting for two parties is sometimes very great, but it has often to 
be undertaken, and is, indeed, directly sanctioned by the Remunera- 
tion Order. Considering Mr. Justice Kay’s remarks, it would 
doubtless be wise for every solicitor to decline entirely to act for 
more than one party, but a general resolution in this direction 
would neither facilitate business nor lessen costs. For the mis- 
conduct of solicitors the law provides sufficient punishment, and 
visits them at once with professional ruin. For negligence, too, 
there is a remedy, and one which involves all but the most cautious 
in continual risk. There seems, then, to be no reason for the court 
to shew itself anxious to add to these modes of restraint by 
indulging in easy invective upon inadequate occasions. 


Uvon rue rurTurr consideration of Ainnaird vy. Trollope, on the 
main facts of which we have already commented (32 Souicrrors’ 
JournaL, 639), Mr. Justice Srmmtine had to consider the effect of 
a tender by a mortgagor in regard to interest on the money. At 
Jaw it was laid down by Wixpz, C.J., in Dixon v. Olark (5 C. B. 
365), that a plea of tender must state that the defendant has 
always been ready, and still is ready, to pay the money due, 
and, further, it must be accompanied by a profert in curiam of the 
money tendered. This practice is now affirmed by R. 8. C , ord. 22, 





r. 3, which provides that with a defence setting up a tender before 
action, the sum of money alleged to have been tendered must be 
brought into court. In equity, too, a tender will not have the 
effect of stopping interest unless strictly made. Thus in Church 
v. Bishop (2 Ves. sen. 370), Lord Hanpwicxg, C., said, ‘‘ There 
are several instanees of mortgages where there are attempts by a 
mortgagor fo pay them off, and reasonable offers of payment, yet if 
a strict tender is not made the court cannot stop the interest.” 
And to fulfil the conditions of the plea, the money must not only 
be tendered, but must be always ready—that is, it must remain 
idle in the mortgagor’s hands. In Gyles v. Hall (2 P. Wms. 377), 
where a tender was actually made, but the mortgagor was not 
always afterwards ready to pay, it was held that the interest must 
runon. In Kinnaird v. Trollope the party liable on the mortgage 
professed his willingness to pay, but only upon certain terms which 
he sought to impose upon the mortgagees. These were resisted, 
and although it turned out subsequently that the mortgagees were 
wrong, and that the terms only represented the true rights of the 
parties, it was held that there had been no sufficient tender so as 
to stop payment of interest. 





Mr. W. F. Rosryson, Q.C., will in future practise exclusively 
before Mr. Justice Kay. 








THE BISHOP OF LINCOLN’S CASE. 


Tue Archbishop of Cantersury, in a very long and elaborate judg- 
ment, has pronounced in favour of his jurisdiction over his suffragan 
bishops. Whatever form the proceedings may ultimately take, 
there is no doubt that, in their first stage, they have been conducted 
in a manner suitable to a trial of historic interest, and, however the 
law may be finally settled, the Archbishop has demonstrated his 
own personal qualifications as a judge. No part of the arguments 
pressed upon him by the counsel for the Bishop of Luycotn has been 
overlooked, and in meeting them he has not merely relied on the 
opposing arguments of the counsel for the promoters, but has 
brought to bear upon the question a vast amount of original 
research. 

The arguments on behalf of the Bishop essayed a double task. 
The Privy Council, in directing the Archbishop to exercise his 
jurisdiction, were guided by the authority of the proceedings in the 
Bishop of St. David's case, which began in 1695, and lasted on 
into the next century. It was necessary, therefore, first, to shew 
that this was unreliable as a precedent, and then to examine to 
what jurisdiction a bishop really is amenable. The latter part of 
the argument was taken up first, and was developed with consider- 
able learning and ingenuity. It was directed, in the first place, to 
shewing that the ancient apostolic canons and the canons of the 
first four general councils, some of which appear to ordain the trial 
of bishops by a synod, have been received in England as part of the 
law governing the English Church, and, next, that, in numerous 
cases, Convocation, the nearest approach to a synod in this 
country, has really exercised the jurisdiction. The Arch- 
bishop might have dismissed all this as irrelevant. If the 
Bishop of St. David’s case was a binding precedent, it was 
merely a waste of time to go behind it, and this was prac- 
tically the ground taken up by Sir Horace Davey on behalf of the 
promoters. While asserting that he did not shrink from entering 
upon tbe inquiry started by the other side, he contented himself 
with saying that no case had been made out for the application of 
the early disciplinary canons, as opposed to those dealing with 
matters of faith, and took his stand upon the law as laid down by 
Lord Horr. But the Archbishop has remembered the nature of 
the criticism to which his judgment will be exposed. By many 
it will be asked, What is the authority of Lord Hour, even 
assuming it to have been supported by the House of Lords, if later 
research can shew that it was wrong? For ( ‘hurchmen, if not for 
lawyers, the whole question of the Primate’s jurisdiction had been 
raised, impressions had been created that it was ill-founded, and 
in the remark that ‘conscientious difficulties gather round those 
impressions,” the Archbishop shewed the nature of the audience 
to which he was addressing himself. It is satisfactory, then, that 
he was able to meet the counsel for the Bishop of Lincoun on their 











450 
own ground, and to peint out the numerous inaccuracies of their 
contention. The apostolic canons could not have been received at 
Chalcedon in 341, because the Greek Church found it necessary 
specially to adopt them in 792. Some of the canons of Constanti- 





nople were net passed at the council at alJ, but at a synod held a 
year Jater. A canon of Antioch had been adduced, but its effec- 
tiveness depended on mistranslation. In this manner the 


Archbishop mede short work of the early authorities, Continental 
ard Ssxon, to which he had been referred, declining to allow that 
any rules mcrely disciplinary were binding on the Church in all 
ages ard in all nations. The cases of trial by Convocation, too, 
were carefully sifted, and after the process no clear instance was 
left of the jurisdiction claimed for it. And even if there had 
been, it was recessary, not only to establish the jurisdiction of 
Convocation, but to exclude that of the Archbishop. 

Upon the merits, then, apart from any authority in the law, 
sufficient ground appeared for rejecting the contention that by the 
early canons of the Church as introduced into England by actual 
usage the jurisdiction to try a bishop was restricted to a synod in 
the form of Convocation. As to the absolute correctness of all the 


Archbishop’s quotations and conclusions it must be for the historians | 


and theologians to decide. We very much doubt whether the 
question will ever again be so thoroughly gone into by an English 
court, and if there are any further proceedings, at any rate short of 
an appeal to the House of Lords, it will probably be thought suffi- 
cient to follow the clearly expressed law of the Jand rather than to 
grope back into antiquity for the purpose of satisfying the scruples 
of ecclesiastics. 

The real question, then, relates to the value of the case of the 
Bishop of St. David’s as a binding precedent, and the objections 
which were brought against it were not alittle curious. It may be 
well to state shortly what the proceedings were. The case would 


not have been so celebrated hed not Dr. Watson been a Jacobite, | 
a circumstance which, in the eyes of many, gave his trial the ap- | 
pearance of political persecution. But he seems to have been a pre- | 


late whose deprivation by some court or other was clearly necessary. 
An amusing story is told about a clergyman staying at the 
Swan at Gloucester, who was disturbed by the noisy oaths of 
the occupant of the next room, quarrelling over his little reckon- 
ing. On asking one of the servants if any dragoons were 
quartered in the house, he was informed that it was a Welsh bishop. 
On hearing this, ‘‘he did not stay for bis lordship’s benediction, 
but blessed himself, and said he was terribly afraid 
the damning prelate would prove to be his diocesan, which per- 
ceiving, he rode from him as fast as he could.” This oceurs in a 
paper in the Bodleian Library, called ‘‘ The sum of Bishop Watson’s 
irregularities, to be turned into Articles’ (14 State Trials, 449). 
Many other charges are there brought against him, and upon these 
he was summoned before the Archbishop of Canrernvry. At first 
he pleaded his privilege as a peer, but this was subsequently with- 
drawn and he appeared without other protest. Pending the pro- 
ceedings he appealed to the Delegates, and pending the appeal he 
moved the King’s Bench for a prohibition. The prohibition was 
refused, and the Delegates overruled his appeal. Then the Arch- 
bishop pronounced sentence of deprivation. From this he appealed 
again to the Delegates, and when he saw they were going against 
him he applied once more to the King’s Bench, but still without 
effect. His next step was to apply to the House of Lords for leave 
to resume his privilege, but, after hearing the judges, the House 
refused his petition. From the decision of the King’s Bench a 
writ of error was brought to the House of Lorde, but it was decided 
that it would not lie. Subsequently there were two informations 
by which the Crown got possession of the episcopal palace and 
revenues, and finally the Bishop was excommunicated for non-pay- 
ment of his costs before the Archbishop. But although through- 
out these proceedings the jurisdiction of the Archbishop was 
over and over again affirmed, it was maintained on behalf of the 
Bishop of Linconn that these affirmations, so far as his case was 
concerned, were valueless. In the first place it was said that, as 
Dr. Watson did not object to the jurisdiction at the proper time, 
this invalidated at any rate the decision of the Court of Delegates, 
which was said to be based merely upon the technical ground that, 
whether the jurisdiction existed or not, the Bishop had submitted 
to it by his appeararce. It was admitted that the judgment 
of the Court of Delegates shews no hint of this. The court 
having considered the arguments on both sides, and debated 
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the matter, is unanimously of opinion that the Archbishop had, 
and this court hath, jurisdiction in this case, und doth order the 


counsel to proceed in the same.” But Sir Warrer Potitiore 
argued that the decree necessarily took this form, and, in a lively 
account of what he supposed to have really taken place, suggested 
| that, reading between the lines, the decision only aflirmed thet 


the jurisdiction existed in that particular case because no objec- 
tion to it had been taken in time. Historical imagination was the 
term by which he called this process. Historical perhaps, said the 
Archbishop, but imagination certainly. This summed up tke 
impression produced on him by the attempt to explain away 
the clear decision of the D:legates on the existence of the 
jurisdiction. 

With regard to the King’s Bench another line of argument 
had to be adopted. There is no doubt. that in the temporal courts 
at any rate a prohibition may be granted at any time, after pro- 
ceedings in the Ecclesiastical Court have been prosecuted on both 
sides, and even after sentence ; in cases, that is, where there is an 
original want of jurisdiction (2 Coke’s Inst. 602, J?oberts v. 
Humby, 120). Accordingly, Lord Horr’s double judgment (1 

taym. 447, 539) was clearly given on the merits, and it was 
necessary to avoid it. This was attempted in a manner somewhat 


| unusual in legal arguments, and an attack of a personal nature 


was made on Lord Hort, and on his great authority, ANroNIo DE 
Domrxis, Archbishop of Spalatro. It was said that Lord Hour 
was throughout animated by political motives, and by a spirit of 
hostility to Dr. Warson, and reference was made to a note of 
Lord Raymonn’s referring to the writ of error brought in 
the House of Lords. Lord Horr, he says, told him that if the 
lords had been of opinion that the prohibition ought to have been 
granted, he never would have granted it. But this objection the 
Archbishop set aside with a silence that savoured of contempt. 
As to the prelate of Spalatro, he was roundly abused as being 
twice a renegade—once when he came to England to be made 
Dean of Windsor, and again when he returned to Rome to retrieve 
his fortunes there. But here again the Archbishop rejected the 
personal considerations, and declined on this ground to set aside 
the author’s great specific learning and ecclesiastical science. 

Lastly, the Bishop’s counsel attempted to shew that, at any rate, 
there had been no definite decision by the House of Lords. As we 
have pointed out, the question was raised there on the petition of 
Dr. Watson to be allowed to resume his privilege. The proceed- 
ings are reported in 14 State Trials, p. 447. The result was a 
simple refusal of the petition, and nothing appears in the orders of 
the House as to the Archbishop’s jurisdiction. But the report of 
the arguments shews that this was fully gone into by the Bishop’s 
counsel, and it may be assumed that the Lords, in voting, intended 
to decide the question. At the same time, the vote was very likely 
a party one, and the result has not the same authority that a 
decision of the House of Lords, as it is now constituted, would 
have. 

While, therefore, in the event of proccedings being taken in the 
temporal courts, the Queen’s Bench Division and the Court of 
Appeal will be hardly likely to disregard a precedent which the 
exhaustive arguments before the Archbishop have shewn to be 
binding as much on them as on him, there is the possibility that 
the House of Lords will consent to reopen the question. If the 
Bishop’s advisers decide to act upon it, the close of the ultimate 
proceedings will be relegated to a very distant date. 








THE TRUST FUNDS INVESTMENT BILL. 

Tur Council of the Incorporated Law Society have made a report 
cordially approving Mr. Cozens-Haxpy’s Trust Funds Investment 
Bill of the present session; and the criticisms and observations 
contained in the report are so practical and exhaustive that we 
think we cannot do better, by way of commenting on the Bill 
in its present state, than reproduce them in substance, reserving 
further remarks until the Bill has passed the Select Committee. 
Our readers will find the Bill to which the observations refer 
printed under the head of ‘‘ Pending Legislation,’’ ante, p. 353. 

The object of the Bill is to extend the range of investments 
now allowed by law to trustees, unless expressly forbidden by the 
trust instrument, if any, whether the trusts ure created before or 
after the passing ef the Act. 
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The Bill proposes to authorize trustees, according to their dis- 
cretion, but subject to any required consent, to invest trust funds 
in their hands in any of the following investments :— 

(2) Parliamentary stecks, or public funds, or Government securities of 

the United Kingdom. 

(1) Real securities in England, Wales, or Ireland. 

(c) Stock of the Banks of Englend or Ireland. 

(¢) India Three and a Half and Three per Cent. Stock, or any other 
capital etock which may at any time hereafter be issued by the 
Secretary of State in Council of India, under the authority of Act 
of Parliament, and charged on the revenues of India. 

(e) Any securities the interest of which is, or shall be, guaranteed by 
Parliament. 

(f) Consolidated stock created by the Metropolitan Board of Works, 
‘r debenture stock created by the Receiver for the Metropolitan 
Police District. 

(9) Debenture or rent-charge stock, or guaranteed or preference stock, 
cr fully paid-up shares of any railway company in Great Britain or 
Ireland, incorporated by special Act of Parliament, and having, 
during each of the ten years last past before the date of investment, 
paid a dividend on its ordinary stock or shares, 

(1) ‘Lhe stock or fully paid-up shares of any railway company in Great 
Britain or Ireland whose undertaking is leased in perpetuity at a 
fixed rental to any such railway company as is mentioned in sub- 
rection (7) either alone or jointly with any other railway company. 

(i) Debenture stock of any railway company in India, the interest on 
a is paid or guaranteed by the Secretary of State in Council of 

ndia. 

(/) The ‘*‘B” Annuities of the Eastern Bengal, the East Indian, and 
the Scinde, Punjaub, and Delii Railways, and any like annuities 
which may at any time hereafter be created on the purchase of any 
other railway by the Secretary of State in Council of India, and 
charged on the revenues of India, and which may be authorized by 
Act of Parliament, to be accepted by trustees in lieu of any shares 
or stock held by them in the purchased railway. 

(*) The stock or fully paid-up shares of any railway company in India 
upon which a fixed or minimum dividend is paid or guaranteed by 
the Secretary of State in Council of India. 

() The debenture stock, or guaranteed or preference stock, or fully 
paid-up shares of any company in Great Britain or Ireland, estab- 
lished for the supply of water for profit, and incorporated by 
special Act of Parliament, or by Royal Charter, and having, during 
each of the ten years last past before the date of investment, paid 
a dividend of not less than five pounds per centum on its ordinary 
stock or shares. 

(m) The nominal or inscribed stock issued, or to be issued, by the cor- 
poration of any municipal borough, or by any county council under 
the authority of any Act of Parliament or provisional order. 

(x) Freehold ground-rents, or fee-farm rents, or rents reserved on leases 
for lives renewable for ever. 

(0) Any of the stocks, funds, or securities for the time being authorized 
for the investment of cash under the control or subject to the order 
of the court. 


The term ‘“‘real securities’? in (4) will, under section 9 of the 
Trustee Act, 18&8, include investments upon mortgage of property 
held for an unexpired term of not less than 200 years, and not sub- 
ject to any reservation of rent greater than one shilling a year, or to 
any right of redemption, or to any condition for re-entry except for 
non-payment of rent. 

The council submit the following observations on the sub- 
sections quoted above :—In (e) the words ‘ wholly or in part con- 
tingently ” should be inserted before the word ‘‘ guaranteed,” 
there being, at any rate, some cases in which the interest is 
guaranteed by Parliament in part only (see the Canada Loan Act, 
1867, and the Canada (Public Works) Loan Act, 1873). 

In (7) the words ‘fully paid-up shares’? grammatically include 
ordinary as well as guaranteed or preference shares. If this is the 
intention, there would seem to be no reason for excluding ordinary 
stock, and the words ‘‘ or ordinary stock” should in that case be 
inserted before the words “or fully paid-up shares,” as in sub- 
section (/). 

The requirement that the railway company whose debentures, 
&e., may be purchased shall have paid for ten years a dividend on 
its ordinary capital seems unnecessary. Some railways (e.7., the 
London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Co.) have not complied 
with this requirement, and yet offer ample security for their 
debentures. 

In (h) the words comprise any stock or fully paid-up shares of 
whatever kind, although some of these (for instance, London and 
Greenwich Ordinary) fluctuate a good deal in value. It is, per- 
haps, doubtful whether it would not be better to strike out sub- 
section (/) altogether. 

In (2) and in (4) it might also be well to insert the words “ wholly 
or in part or contingently ” before the words “‘ paid or guaranteed.” 
As regards (), it is to be observed that (under section 4) the 
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rents mentioned in this sub-section are to be held subject to a trust 
for sale, and for the investment of the net proceeds in other autho- 
rized investments, and for the purposes of the trust instrument, if 
any, are to be deemed personalty. 

As regards (0), this includes, by reference in the list of autho- 
rized investments, ‘‘stocks of colonial governments guaranteed by 
the Imperial Government” (as to which see Rule of the Supreme 
Court of 14th November, 1888, set out in the Soricrrors’ Joornat 
of 24th November, p. 56). As these colonial stocks are the only 
investments mentioned in the rule, and not expressly mentioned in 
the list contained in section 3, it would be well, as such list is pre- 
sumably intended to form a complete list of trustees’ investments, 
to add this investment to the list. And for the same reason it 
would be well to add to the list charges under the Improvement of 
Lands Act, 1864. 

Section 5 empowers trustees to purchase and retain until 
redemption any authorized redeemable investment at a price above 
the redemption value. But they are not (sub-section 2) to purchase 
at such value such of the investments lettered (7) (4) and (m) in 
section 3 as are liable to be redeemed at a fixed rate within fifteen 
years of the date of purchase. The law, as it now stands, would 
seem to be that the court as arule declines to authorize the pur- 
chase at a premium of redeemable securities, except under special 
circumstances, as to which see two articles in the Soricrrors’ 
Journat of the 22nd and 29th of December, 1888, pp. 121 and 
136, and the cases there cited. The period of fifteen years is 
taken from the Order of the 14th of November, 1888, before 
referred to. It is perhaps doubtful whether the words ‘ redemp- 
tion value” quite express the meaning which is intended; it 
would, perhaps, be safer to substitute for them the words “ the 
price at which the same is liable to be redeemed.” 

Section 6. In this section the word “power” should bo 
‘‘ powers,” as in section 7. 

Section 7 makes the Bill retrospective in its operation, to which 
there would seem to be no objection. 

Section 8 repeals, as no longer necessary—(a) the Act 4 & 5 
Will. 4, c. 29, for facilitating the loan of money upon landed 
securities in Ireland ; (4) sections 32 and 11 of Lord St. Leonard’s 
Acts, 1859 and 1860, respectively, authorizing trustees in certain 
cases to invest on real securities; (c) the Act 30 & 31 Vict. ¢. 152, 
for enabling trustees to invest in securities, the interest of which 
is guaranteed by Parliament; and (d) section 13 of 34 & 35 Vict. 
c. 47, which empowered trustees to invest in stock of the Metro- 
politan Board of Works. 

Section 9 is the interpretation clause. Under it “ trustee” 
is to include an executor or administrator, and also a constructive 
or implied trustee. 

‘‘ Freehold ground-rent ’’ is to mean property held for an estate 
of inheritance in fee simple in possession, subject to a lease for an 
unexpired term of not less than forty years, at an annual ground- 
rent not exceeding one-fourth of the net annual rateable value of 
the property at the date of the purchase. In this definition, and 
also in that of ‘rent reserved as a lease for lives renewable for 
ever,” the word “property” is apparently used in two senses, 
denoting in line 1 a freehold ground-rent as it is generally under- 
stood, and in line 5 the freehold itself. The words “ net annual 
rateable value” apparently mean the annual value at which the 
property is rated to the poor rate (see Dobbs v. Grand Junction 
Waterworks Co., 9 App. Cas. 49). It would, perhaps, be clearer 
if, in line 4, the word ‘‘rent”’ were substituted for the word 
‘‘ sround-rent.” 

‘‘ Fee-farm rent’ is to mean a rent-charge limited or created as 
a first charge in fee out of property, the net annual rateable value 
of which, at the date of the purchase, shall not be less than five 
times the annual amount of the rent. ; 

“Rent reserved on a lease for lives renewable for ever” is to 
mean property held for an estate of inheritance in fee simp'e in 
possession, subject to a lease for lives, with a covenant for perpetual 
r« newal where one at least of the lives named in the original lease, 
or of the lives for which the same has been renewed, is in being at 
the date of the purchase at an annual rent not exceeding onc- 
fourth of the net annual rateable value of the property at the said 
date. 

These definitions seem to safeguard the investment lettered (m) 
in section 3 with the necessary and proper restrictions, without 
which such an investment might in some cases be insecure. 
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The council have recommended that a clause should be inserted 
in the Bill to extend section 5 (1) of the Conveyancing Act, 1882, 
so as to authorize the appointment of separate sets of trustees for 
separate parts of a trust fund whenever it is desirable to do so, and 
not only on the appointment of new trustees of the whole fund (see 
Savile v. Couper, 36 Ch. D. 520). We may add the expression of 
a strong hope that this recommendation of the council may be 
adopted. At the time Savile vy. Couper was decided we gave 
reasons for thinking that the decision was too narrow; and in /e 
Moss’s Trusts (32 Soxtcrrors’ Jovrwat, 256) Mr. Justice Kay 
intimated his dissent from the decision. The inconvenience to 
which the doctrine of Savile v. Couper has given rise renders 
section 5 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882, almost a dead letter, and 
necessitates applications for appointments of separate sets of 
trustees under the Trustce Act (Re Paine’s Trusts, 33 W. R. 564, 
28 Ch. D. 725). 

On the whole the council consider that the Bill, if passed, will 
usefully supplement Mr. Cozens-Harpy’s Trustee Act of last year. 
It will, in their opinion, be a boon to beneficiaries and to trustees 
with very restricted or no express powers of investment, and 
should tend to shorten the power of investment now inserted in 
settlements and wills. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE RETIREMENT OF MR, TAXING MASTER SKIRROW. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—There is a rumour—nay, I feel that this time it is more than a 
rumour. We may almost consider it a positive fact that, before the 
quickly approaching ‘‘ Long Vacation,” this beloved and indefatigable 
Chancery taxing master will have retired from that post of distinction 
which for so many years he has filled with such conspicuous success ; 
with such fairness and urbanity, both to suitors and their solicitors. 

So long as he is engaged in the active duties of his office it may 
by some, perhaps, be considered that no solicitor should say anything 
in his praise. Etiquette forbidding it, I refuse to be bound by any 
such flimsy obstacle ; and in spite of etiquette, and everything else for- 
bidding it, venture to say that such a distinguished, faithful, and 
courteous gentleman as this must not be allowed to retire from the 
legal profession without an expression of its heartfelt regret at his 
loss, and of its hearty approval of his honourable and distinguished 
professional career. 

And, lastly, I venture to suggest that the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society of the United Kingdom and the councils of the 
important provincial law societies would be the appropriate channels 
for conveying these expressions to this gentleman, who will be with 
us for so short a period. JAMES RAWLINSON, 

Upper Holloway, N., May 14. 





DISCRETION AS TO COSTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Your correspondent ‘‘ W. R.” takes anything but a cheerful 
view of the position and prospects of the profession; he, however, 
omits to mention one saddening fact. 

There is a worm gnawing at the root of the judicature system, 
which tends to prevent its bearing fruit to the lawyer. I allude to 
the discretion of the judges as to costs. 

So long as a suitor was successful in his suit beyond « certain 
amount he formerly got his costs as a matter of course, and in those 
days a solicitor could safely advise his client ; but now a plaintiff may 
succeed in his claim and, by being deprived of his costs, or presented 
with them on the county court scale, may be worse off than if he 
had submitted to the wrong or injustice in respect of which he in- 
voked the aid of the law. 

As an instance, the other day a person was injured in a railway 
accident, and, estimating his injuries at £3,000, he sued the company 
for that sum. After hearing all the evidence on both sides and the 
summing up of the judge, the jury gave a verdict of £500, that being 
their estimate of the sum the plaintiff ought to be paid. The learned 
judge, however, said, as the plaintiff had exaggerated his claim, he 
should have no costs. He may therefore, after he had paid £100 or 
£150 for his costs, have found he had only recovered £400 or £350 in- 
stead of the £500 to which the jury considered him to be entitled. 
It was not the fault of the plaintiff that he should thus be punished 
for having overestimated his sufferings, for until he had heard the 
evidence on both sides he could not impartially estimate his 
damages. 

This is only one instance out of many which could be cited as to 





the mischievous effect of this ‘‘ discretion” as to costs; and a serious 
thing to the lawyer is that he cannot advise his client with safety and 
certainty while such an important subject is left to the caprice of the 
judge. 

The fact is, that there is a tendency to assimilate our legal and 
conveyancing system to that in use on the Continent (except in re- 
ducing the salaries of our judges to those of foreign judges). 

Except, perhaps, in some parts of North America, foreign law is 
about as bad and corrupt as foreign journals are. But both seem to 
suit the people for whom they are intended, and in time the people 
here will become satisfied with it. But what is to become of the 


lawyers ? LEx, 





FRAUDULENT SOLICITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—I refrained last week from answering your comments upon 
my letter in the hope that some of the many gentlemen who, at the 
meeting, met my arguments by inarticulate, but by no means 
inaudible, sounds would be able between them to muster brains and 
words enough to give some reason for their suicidal vote, but, with 
the exception of Mr. Kane’s letter, with which I will presently join 
issue, the burst windbag can give no reason for the noise that was 
in it. 

You, Sir, in your editorial note, have complained that, while I 
claim that the figures prove my case, I have omitted to mention that 
the reason that they do so is that a discipline committee was 
appointed in October, 1881. I envy you, Sir, the fresh innocence and 
charming credulity which enable you to believe that the reason put 
forward by the president to explain away facts which damn his argu- 
ment and contradict his assertions isa good one. If the council were 
the only expelling force there might be something in the argument, 
although even then the fact that the number of solicitors struck off 
the roll will be heavier than ever this year Decause of arrears damages 
the argument and the council; but, Sir, the council are by no means 
the only expelling force, and it is the fact that when Mr. Dodds (very 
lately a member of the council merited for his misdeeds removal 
from the roll, the council had no active hand in the matter, and the 
necessary order was obtained on the initiative of a private solicitor. 

And now to deal with Mr. Kane. That gentleman says that the 
function of a solicitor, and, as I understand his argument, the sole 
function of a solicitor, is “to institute suits in courts of law and to 
prosecute or defend the cause of clients.” This was the function of 
an attorney-at-law, and since the Judicature Acts it has been added 
to the functions of a solicitor, but it is not, never was, and never will 
be, the sole function of a solicitor. 

Will Mr. Kane tell me who but a solicitor can be, or should be, the 
trusted guide, philosopher, and friend of his clients ? 

In the nature of things a high confidence must be placed in him, and 
although I understand and appreciate Mr. Kane’s argument, it really 
goes no further than this—that it is hard that a man who only 
practises as an attorney should have to find security because others 
practise also as solicitors and are trusted as the homies d'affaires of 
their clients. Solicitors are not bankers, that I have always most 
emphatically asserted, but they are employed in a multitude of money 
matters connected with mortgages and conveyances in regard to which 
some guarantee ought to be given, and if such a guarantee is not re- 
quired of intending solicitors in the near future it will not be my 
fault. 

I observe what Mr. Kane says about poverty and temptation, but 
in my experience there is little connection between the two; some 
men are straight, some are crooked, and at the latter the insurance 
offices in the eternal fitness of things, will, I hope, like the canon’s 
book, ‘‘ look askew.” A. H. Hastie, 

65, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, May 16, 

[Perhaps Mr. Hastie will have the goodness to enlighten our ‘‘ fresh 
innocence and charming credulity” by stating the comparative 
numbers of the solicitors struck off the rolls in the five years from 
1883 to 1888 on the motion of the council, and of other ‘‘ expelling 
forces.” —Ep. S. J.] 








On Tuesday Mr. Goschen (who was accompanied by Mr. W. L. Ja¢kson 
M.P.) received a deputation from the House Factors’ Association of Glas- 
gow, who desired an amendment of the Stamp Act so far as it effected 
yearly leases where the rent exceeded £10. They suggested that the 
present ad valorem scale of yearly leases above £10 should be abolished and 
a uniform stamp adopted. If the amount were fixed at 1d., as in the 
case of receipts, bills payable on demand, cheques, drafts, and proxies, 
such an amendment of the Act would be hailed as a public convenience, 
and would lead to tho universal adoption of written agreements instead of 
verbal lettings. Mr. Goschen, in reply, said that he should look into the 
matter with the view of seeing whether, on the one hand, he could derive 
more revenue, and, on the other, whether they might not pay it in a more 
satisfactory way to themselves than they did at present. He should have 


to examine into the whole matter and see what bearing their proposals 
had upon other parts of the country. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK.* 
Court of Appeal, 


BERESFORD-HOPE v. LADY SANDHURST—No. 1, 15th May. 
Pracrice—Covunty Connc1t—E ection Petitron—ArrEaL. 


This was an appeal by Lady Sandhurst from the decision of a divisional 
court (Huddleston, B., and Stephen, J.) holding that she was ineligible 
for the London County Council. A preliminary objection was taken that 
the court had no jurisdiction to hear the appeal since, by section 93, sub- 
section 7, of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, the decision of the High 
Court in such cases should be final. It was directed that the question 
should be argued before the full Court of Appeal, and after argument 

Tue Court (Lord Coteripor, C.J., Lord Esuer, M.R., and Corton, 
Linpiey, Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) decided that they had jurisdiction to 
entertain the appeal. Lord Coreriner, C J., said that by the Corrupt 
Practices (Municipal Corporations) Act, 1872, the decision of the High 
Court upon such a case was final and conclusive. That remained so until 
1881, when, by section 14 of the Judicature Act, 1881, it was provided 
that the jurisdiction of the High Court to decide questions of law on 
appeal or otherwise under, inter alia, the Corrupt Practices Act, 1872, 
should be final and conclusive, unless special leave to appeal to the 
Court of Appeal were given by the High Court. Then came the Munici- 
pal Corporations Act, 1882, which, by section 93, said that the decision of 
the High Oourt should in such cases be final, but by section 242 it enacted 
that where any Act amending the Act of 1835—such as was the Act of 
1872—was referred to by an Act prior to the Act of 1882, the Act of 1882 
should be taken to be referred to. The effect of that section was to 
incorporate into the Act the Judicature Act, 1881, and therefore, notwith- 
standing section 93, to give a right of appeal by leave to the Court of 
Appeal. That leave had been given here, and therefore the court had 
jurisdiction to entertain the appeal. The very point had been decided 
after full argument in Line v. Warren (14 Q. B.D. 548), with which 
decision the court entirely agreed. Lord Esuer, M.R., and Oorron, 
Lixpiey, Fry, and Lorrs, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, Righy, Q.C., Reid, 
Q.C., and Costelloe ; Finlay, Q.C., and Day. Soxtcrrors, Pyke § Minchin ; 
Walker, Martineau, § Co. 


SMITH v. OVERSEERS OF BIRMINGHAM—No. 1, 9th May. 
Poor RatE—RartTeanLtE VALUE—SMALL TENEMENTS. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Wills and 
Grantham, JJ.), reported 22Q.B.D.211. The appellant was assessed 
to the poor rate as owner of a small house let by the weck to artizans, the 
landlord paying all outgoings. On appeal against the rate to quarter 
sessions he claimed that in arriving at the gross estimated rental deduc 
tions should be made in respect of losses by reason of the house frequently 
remaining unlet for some time, and by reason of the inability of tenants 
to pay their rent, and also for the necessary costs of collecting the rent 
actually received. The recorder of Birmingham, before whom the appeal 
came, found that it was impossible to let the house to a tenant from year 
to year; that owing to the losses the landlord received (on an annual 
average of all his similar houses, of which he owned a large number in the 
city of Birmingham) only ninety-five per cent. of the weekly rents; and 
that he had to pay another five per cent. of the rents as the necessary cost 
of collecting those which he actually received. He also found that, assum- 
ing a tenant from year to year of the house could be found, the house 
would be reasonably let for a sum of £13 per annum, the landlord paying 
all the usual tenant's rates and taxes and the water rate. He accordingly 
dismissed the appeal, but stated a case for the opinion of the Queen's 
Bench Division. The Divisional Court held that the gross estimated 
rental must be fixed by ascertaining the rent at which the house might 
reasonably be expected to let to a tenant from year to year free from the 
various tenant’s payments specified in 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 96, s. 1, and not by 
assuming a tenant who would sub-let the house to weekly tenants, and 
therefore that the deductions claimed ought not to be made. The 
appellant appealed, but 

Tux Court (Lord Cotenrper, 0.J., and Lixptey and Lorgs, L.JJ.), dis- 
missed the appeal. Lord Coteniner, O.J., said that it was always difficult 
to apply the Parochial Assessment Act and the doctrine of a hypothetical 
tenant to subjects to which they were entirely inapplicable. Here the 
recorder had expressly found that the house could not be let to a tenant 
from year to year, and yet the court were forced by the Act to assume 
such a tenant. The recorder had, however, found that if there could be 
such atenant he might reasonably be expected to give £13 per annum for 
the house. It was urged that that must be wrong, because the deductions 
in respect of losses and cost of collection had not been taken into considera- 
tion, but the test was not what the landlord received, but what the tenant 
might reasonably be expected to be willing to give. He was to bea tenant 
from year to year, and therefore the losses accruing from weekly tenants 
and tke cost of collecting their rent would not affect him. The recorder 
had found as a fact that the hypothetical tenant would give that sum ; that 
was therefore the gross rental on which the assessment must be made, and 
the court would not interfere with the finding of the recorder. Linpiry 
and Lorrs, L JJ., concurred.—Cowunszgu, Jelf, Q.C., Alexander Glen, and 

William Wills; Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., Alfred Young, and Hugo Young. 
Souicrroxs, Ross § Douglas Norman, for A. L. Crockford, Birmingham ; 
Sharpe, Parkers, & Co., for Horton § Redfern, Birmingham. 


* These cases are specially reported for the SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL by barristers 
appointed in the different courts. 
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JOHNSON v, EVANS—No. 2, 13th May. 


MorrtGacor AND MortGagre— REepEMPTION—NOTICE TO PAY Orr MorTGAGE— 
INTEREST IN LIEU OF NorTIceE. 


In this case, in which the action was for the redemption of a mortgage, 
the question was raised whether the mortgagee had an absolute right to 
insist upon six months’ notice to pay him off, so that he could not be com- 
pelled to accept six months’ interest in lieu of notice. It was admitted 
that in practice it had been always considered that a mortgagee could 
only claim either six months’ notice or six months’ interest, but it was 
said that the rule had never been laid down by any authority. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Corton and Fry, L.JJ.) held that 
the practice was a proper one, and that the mortgagee could only claim 
either the notice or the interest.—CounseL, Seward Brice, Q.C., and W. M. 
Cann ; Warmington, Q.C., and Dunham. Soxicrrons, F. Needham; C. 
Robinson § Co. 

[Norgz.—The existence of the rule appears to have been recognized in 
Bartlett v. Franklin (15 W. R. 1077).] 


NICHOLL ». THE EBERHARDT CO.—No. 2, 11th May. 


Company—Vo.untary Winpinc ur—Sare or Assets TO NEw ComPpANy— 
Compromisks with COreprrors—VALIpiIry—Sancrion or Covrt—Com- 
PANIES Act, 1862, s. 161—Jornt-Srock Companies ARRANGEMENT Act, 
1870 (33 & 34 Vict, c. 104), s. 2. 


The question in this case was, whether a sale of the assets of a company 
in voluntary liquidation made to a new company under section 161 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, coupled with a compromise with debenture- holders 
of the old company, could be set aside for invalidity, after the compromire 
had been sanctioned by the court under the provisions of section 2 of the 
Joint-Stock Companies Arrangement Act, 1870. That section provides 
that ‘‘ Where any compromise or arrangement shall be proposed between 
a company which is in the course of being wound up, either voluntarily or 
under supervision, and the creditors of such company, or any class of 
such creditors, it shall be lawful for the court, on the application of any 
creditor or the liquidator, to order that a meeting of such creditors or 
class of creditors shall be summoned; and if a majority in number 
representing three-fourths in value of such creditors or class of creditors 
present, either in person or by proxy, at such meeting shall agree to any 
arrangement or compromise, such arrangement or compromise shall, if 
sanctioned by an order of the court, be binding on all such creditors or 
class of creditors, as the case may be, and also on the liquidator and con- 
tributories of the company.” The arrangement provided for the issuo 
of shares in the new company to the shareholders in the old company 
in exchange for their old shares, and the canccllation of the debentures of 
the old company, and the issue of debentures of the new company to the 
debenture-holders in place of their old debentures. In October and 
November, 1885, a special resolution was passed and confirmed by the 
shareholders of the old company, sanctioning the arrangement as a sale of 
assets under section 161, and the arrangement, having been approved by 
the statutory majority of three-fourths of the debenture-holders, was 
sanctioned by the court, by an order made in November, 1885, under the 
Act of 1870, as well as under the Companies Act, 1862, and in an action bya 
debenture-holder. The present action was brought by the executors of a 
deceased shareholder to set aside the arrangement as invalid, on the 
grounds (inter alia) that no reasonable time was fixed within which appli- 
cation for shares in the new company was to be made, and that the shares 
unapplied for were to be at the disposal of the new company instead of 
the old. The defendants to the action were the old company and its 
liquidators and the new company. The debenture-holders were not made 
parties. Kekewich, J., held that the arrangement, having been confirmed 
by the court by the order of November, 1885, was binding on all the 
shareholders, and he dismissed the action. 

Tur Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision on the same ground.—Covunsg., Samuel Hall, Q.C., Boome, 
and Fowke ; Warmington, Q.C., and A. Rowden; Barber, Q.O., and Gros. 
vencr Woods. Soricitors, A. Pulbrook; H. Kimber § Co.; Snell, Son, § 
Greenip. 


Re THE MISSOURI STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.)—No. 2, 2nd May. 


INTERNATIONAL LAw—Conrract or ArrreiGHTmMENT—LAwW oF FLAG or 
Law or Piace or Contract. 


The question in this case was, whether a contract of affreightment was 
governed by the law of the flag of the shipowner, or by the Jez loci con- 
tractus. The company was an English company, and it was in voluntary 
liquidation. A claim was made in the winding up by Monroe, who was a 
domiciled American citizen, for damages for the loss of some cattle which 
he had shipped at Boston, in the United States, for carriage in the British 
ship Missouri, belonging to the company, to Liverpool. The contract for 
shipment was made by Monroe with the company’s agent at Boston, and 
it contained an express stipulation ig a the shipowners from lia- 
bility for loss or damage arising from the negligence of the master or 
crew, and it was provided that bills of lading should be given containing 
a similar stipulation. Bills of lading were given accordingly. The ship 
sailed, and was stranded on the coast of Wales, and it was admitted that 
the stranding occurred through the negligence of the master and crew. 
The liquidator resisted the claim, relying on the above-mentioned stipu- 
lation in the contract. The claimant insisted that this stipulation was 
void. By the law of Massachusetts, and also by the Federal law of the 
United States, as has been recently decided by the Supreme Court of that 
country, a stipulation exempting the shipowner from liability is ** unres- 
sonable, contrary to public policy, and therefore void.” By the law of 
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England such a limitation cf the liability of a shipowner by express con- 
tract is valid. In the present case, the contract having been made in 
America, while it was, in part at least, to be performed in England, the 
question was whether the American law or the English law was to prevail. 
Whitty, J., held that the contract was governed by the law of the flag, and 
also that the contract itself shewed that the parties were contracting with 
a view to the law of England. Consequently the stipulation in question 
was valid, and the claim could not be sustained. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Hatsnery, C., and Corron and Linptry, LJJ.) 
affirmed the decision. Lord Hatsnuury, C., said that the claim was in 
effect an action on a contract, and the question was, whether a contract 
made in America for the carriage of cattle to England in a British ship 
was to be enforced according to the law of England, or whether the 
English courts should refuse to enforce it because the courts of the United 
States would have refused to do so, if the question had been raised there, 
by reason of one stipulation contained in the contract being void 
under the law of the United States. No doubt in some cases the courts 
of one country would enforce a contract made in another. But when a 
contract which was made in one country was to be performed in another, 
that which the contract itself shewed to have been contemplated by the 
parties as the law by which it was to be regulated must be considered. It 
would be absurd to say that such a contract could only be enforced when 
the law in both the countries was identical. It was clear that there 
might be a stipulation in a contract which the courts of one country 
would enforce and the courts of the other wouldnot. But regard must be 
had to the law which was recognized by the contract itself. Except in 
the case of stipulations of an immoral character, or stipulations which 
were contrary to positive law—which would be void all over the world, and 
would not be enforced by the courts of any civilized country—assuming 
that the law recognized by the contract was one which could prevail, 
then, whether by English law or by American law, the validity of the con- 
tract was recognized and the intention of the parties, asappearing by the con- 
tract, might be regarded. The only question, therefore, was what was 
the law which the parties contemplated as that which was to govern the 
contract ? 
British company having a domicil in England, and in a British ship. 
That alone might not be conclusive, 
ordinary exceptions of an English bill of lading, and his lordship had no 
doubt that the law of England was intended by the parties to bind them 
in their contractual relations. The contract being one which could be 
enforced in this count:y, but not in America, it could not be doubted that 
the intention was that it should be governed by English law. The 
claimant was now endeavouring to enforce the contract in this country, 
and at the same time to force on this court the law of another country, by 
which the parties never intended to be bound. This covld not be done, 
and the decision of Chitty, J., was therefore right. Corron and Fry, 
L.JJ., concurred.—Covnser, Sir Waller Phillimore, Q.C., and Carver ; 
Cohen, Q.O., and F. Thompson. Soxscrroxrs, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co. ; Robins, 
Cameron, & Kemm. 


HAY v. THE SWEDISH AND NORWEGIAN RAILWAY CO.—No. 2, 
10th May. 


Company—DeEnenture-Hotper—Arrpiication or Moneys INconststENTLY 
| 
DERENTURR- | 


with Provisions or Trust Dezep>—Power or Majority 01 


Ho.pexrs to Binnp Mrvoniry. 
A question arose iu this case as to the power of the majority of the 
holders of debenture stock of a company to bind the minority to an 
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The contract here was that the cattle should be carried by a | 


May 18, 1889. 


trustees of the trust deed, representing the fund which the company 
covenanted to pay to the trustees in order to provide for the payment of in- 
terest on the debenture stock, as would raise £10,000 might be sold, and 
that the £10,000 so raised might be paid tothe recciver and manager, to be 
by him applied and expended for any of the purposes for which he was by 
the order of the 8th of April author.zed to apply or expend moneys raised 
by him with the sanction of the judge thereunder. On the hearing of this 
summons Stirling, J., was asked to direct or sanction the convening of a 
meeting of the holders of the debenture stock for the purpose of ascer- 
taining their views as to the application for the preservation or protection 
of the property comprised in the trust deed of the funds appropriated 
under that deed to the payment of interest. Stirling, J., was of opinion 
that even a resolution in that behalf of a duly convened meeting of the 
holders of the debenture stock, carried by the majority prescribed by the 
16th condition, would not avail to authorize the application of the funds 
in question to any of the purposes referred to in the summons, or generally 
for the preservation or protection of the property comprised in the trust 
deed, so as to bind the minority of the stockholders. Accordingly his lord- 
ship refused to direct or sanction the convening of a meeting of the stock- 
holders for the purpose of ascertaining their views. From this decision 
O. appealed. ; 

Tur Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Lord Esuer, M R., said that the court was asked to give an 
opinion on a preliminary point raising a hypothetical question. But the 
case was one of extreme emergency, and, having regard to what Stirling, J., 
had said, they wou!d now dea! with this point. The question was, whether, 
assuming that a meeting of the debenture-holders could be called, and 
that the court could make an order for the calling of the meeting, clause 
16 would empower the majority to pass a resolution binding the minority ? 
This question depended upon the construction of the trust deed and the 
conditions. Did condition 16 contemplate the power of passing a 
resolution which, if passed, would be inconsistent with the rights given to 
the holders of the debenture stock under the body of the trust deed? It 
was not denied that the suggested resolution would, if passed, be incon- 
sistent with those rights. Each holder would have part of his interest 


| postponed, and that would be a direct contradiction of the clear rights 


But the contract contained the | 


which he had under the deed. His lordship did not think it necessary to 


| express any opinion as to what kind of resolution could be passed under 





application cf moneys of the company in a mode inconsistent with the | 


provisions of the trust deed by which the stock was secured, The deed 
contained a covenant by the company with the trustees that out of the 
moneys received in respect of the debenture stock they would, in the first 
place, pay to the trustees a sum suflicient to provide for the payment of 
the interest on the stock for a period of six years. The trustees were to 
employ the money so paid to them in paying the interest on the stock from 
time totime. A schedule to the deed contained the conditions on which 
the stock was issued. The stock was transferable by delivery of the stock 
certificate (to which coupons for the interest were attached), unless it was 
registered in the name of the holder. One of the conditions (No. 16) in 
the schedule was :—‘‘A resolution of a meeting of the holders of the 
debenture stock which shall be carried by a majority in number rs present- 
ing three-fourths in value of the holders of the debenture stock present 
either in person or by proxy at such meeting, and not less than one-half 
in value of the debenture stock for the time being issued, shall bind ail 
the holders of the debenture stock as effectually as if all such holders were 


| 
| 


clause 16, though he should be inclined to say that it must relate to some- 
thing not provided for by the deed. Possibly, any resolution not inconsist- 
ent with the deed might be passed. But there must be some limit placed 
upon the wide words of condition 16. It did not contemplate that a 
majority should pass any resolution inconsistent with the rights given by 
the deed to the minority. Corron and Fry, I. JJ., concurred.—Covnskg1, 
Graham Hastings, Q.C., and W. D. Rawlins ; Crackanthorpe, Q.C, and 
Methold ; Chadwyck-Healey ; Alexander ; Charles Browne; Ilerbert Lake. 
Soricrrors, Emanuel § Simmonds ; Clark:, Rawlins, § Co. ; Emmett. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
TUCK v. SOUTHERN COUNTIES DEPOSIT BANK—Kay, J., 8th May. 


3ILLS OF SALE—Priornity—AnusoLure ASSIGNMENT NOT REGISTERED—SvnBsE- 
quent Reoisrerep Britt Given as Security ror Money — Devayina 
Crepirors UNDER 13 Exiz. c 5—Bitis or Sare Act, 1878 (41 & 42 
Vict. c. 71), ss. 4—8, anv 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 43), 8. 3 
This case raised a question of priority between two bills of sale ho!ders 
under the following circumstances. In 1885 an absolute assignment by 
deed was made of certain personal chattels to the plaintiff in the action, 
cut the deed was not registered as a bill of sale. In 1888 the assignor 
executed a bill of sale of the same chattels to the defendants as cecurity 
foraloan. ‘This bill was registered, but in the true copy required to be 
filed with the registrar under section 10, sub-section 2, of the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1878, the date of the bill was stated as ‘‘March”’ instead of 
‘* April.’’? In the affidavit, however, which was filed therewith the 
date was correctly given. On the death of the asrsignor, the defendants 
scized the chattels, whereupon the plaintiff brought this action for 
an injunction and damages, claiming the chattels under the absolute 
assigument. The defence was an assertion of right to the chattels 
under the later bill of sale. At the hearing it was contended on 
behalf of the plaintiff that this bill of sale was bad, on the ground that the 


| copy filed was not a ‘‘true copy ’' as required by section 10 sub-sec*ion 


competent to consent aud had consented thereto in writing for valuable | 


consideration.” The company failed to perform their covenant to pay to 
the trustees a sum sufficient to meet the interest for six years ; they paid 
only £50,000, instead of £200,000, the sum which they ought to have paid. 
This action was brought by the trustees of the deed for the administra- 
tion of the trusts, the appointment of a receiver and manager, and the 
enforcement of the security (if necessary) by foreclosure or sule. O., a 
holder of debenture stock, was added as a defendant to represent the stock- 
holders. An order was made on the Ist of April appointing a receiver and 
manager, and on the 8th of April Stirling, J., made another order 
authorizing the receiver and manager to raise, as a first charge on the 
assets comprised in the trust deed, the sum of £10,000 to meet pressing 
liabilities of the company. On the 8th of May an application was made 


by O. that, without prejudics to the order of the 8th of April, and also | was valid as against the defendants. 


2. The defendants replied that tiis was a mere clerical error which would 
deceive nobody, and they argued that the plaintiff's deed of assignment, 
being included in the defivition of a bill of sale given in section 4 of the 
Act of 1878, required registration, and that, being unregistered, their 


| registered bill had priority over it: Conelly v. Steer (29 W. R. 529, 7 


Q. B. D. 520), and, further, that the deed of assignment was void under 13 
Eliz. c. 5 as tending to delay, hinder, or defeat the creditors of the 
assignor. 

Kay, J., without entering on the question as to whether a true copy 
of the defendants’ bill of sale had been filed within the meaning of section 
10 of the Act of 1878, held that the defendants’ case failed on another 
ground—viz., that, inasmuch as the plaintiff's deed of assignment was not 
a ‘‘ security for the payment of money,”’ the effect of section 3 of the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1882, was to exclude it from the definition given in 
section 4 of the Act of 1578. Consequently, even though unregistered, it 
Being neither trustees of the 


without prejudice to any right of the holders for the time being of the | assignor’s estate m bankruptcy, nor his execution creditors, they were vot. 
existing debenture stock to claim thereafter the replacement out or by | entitled to any priority over the plaintiff under section 8 of the Act of 
means of any assets of the company of the fund asked to be paid out of | 1878; and by reason of section 3 of the Act of 1882, the plaintiff's deed of 
court, co much of the property of whatsoever kind in the possession of the | assignment could not be avoided under that Act. As to the suggestion 
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that the deed was avoided by 13 Eliz c. 5, this could only be in favour of 
creditors. But the defendants had not defended in that capacity. They 
had made an assertion of right to certain specific chattels, to which a 
creditor as such would have no right. Such a ground of defence, if it 
existed, should have been raised either by counter-claim or by a separate 
action, on behalf both of the defendants themselves and of all other 
creditors of theassignor. The injunction accordingly was granted, with 
an inquiry as to damages.—Counset, Butcher and Arnold White. 
Soricrtors, Foss § Ledsam; Princ: §& Ayres. 


Re THE CALLAO BIS CO. (LIM.)—North, J., 10th May. 


Comrany—Vo.tuntTAry Winning ur—Sate or Assets To New Company 
—Sprectat Reso.ution—Vatipiry— Sanction or Court—Time ror 
OBTAINING SAnction—Compantgs Act, 1862, s. 161. 


This was an ex parfe application by the voluntary liquidator of this com- 
pany for the sanction of the court to a special resolution which had been 
passed approving a scheme under section 161 of the Companies Act, 
1862, for the sale of the assets of the company to a new company, in con- 
sideration of the issue of shares in the new company to the shareholders 
of the old company. Section 161 provides that :—‘‘ No special resolution 
shall be deemed invalid for the purposes of this section by reason that it is 
passed antecedently to, or concurrently with, any resolution for winding 
up the company or for appointing liquidators; but, if an order be made 
within a year for winding up the company by or subject to the supervision 
of the court, such resolution shall not be of any validity unless it is sanc- 
tioned by the court.’’ The object of this motion was to obtain the 
immediate sanction of the court to the special resolution, so as to prevent 
the possibility of its being invalidated by an order for the winding up of 
the company being made by the court within a year. 

North, J., refused the motion. He said that, though he was not very 
clear as _to the construction of the last proviso in the section, his decided 
impression was that such an order could not be made on this application, 
and he thought it better that he should decide against it, leaving the 
applicant to go to the Court of Appeal, who could settle the question. 
He thought that the last proviso but one in the section was inserted to 
remove a doubt whether such a resolution would not be avoided by the 
fact that there might be then in contemplation a winding up by the court 
or under supervision which should afterwards take place. And he con- 
sidered that the sanction of the court referred to in the last proviso was 


to be given in that branch of the court which should have control over | 


winding up proceedings ordered within a year after the passing of the 
resolution.—CovunseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods. Souict- 
tors, Snell, Son, § Greenip. 


EDWAIN v. COHEN—North, J., 14th May. 


PRacTICE—AMENDMENT OF PiLEeApINcs—Lrave To AMEND AT TrIAL— 
n. BO. SS VU, i. 

Tn this case the question arose, whether leave should be given to the 
defendants at the trial to amend their statement of defence. The action 
was brought against the defendants to recover damages for an alleged 





wropgful removal of furniture belonging to the plaintiff. One of the | 


defendants, by his statement of defence, pleaded that he had nothing to do 
with the removal ; the other defendant pleaded that he had acted bond fide 
as av agent without any notice of the plaintiff’s claim. By the evidence 
at the trial it appeared that the plaintiff had brought an action and had 
r covered judgment against some other persons who had been engaged 
with the defendants in the removal of the furniture. After a good deal of 
evidence had been given the defendants’ counsel applied for leave to amend 
their defences by pleading that the cause of action had become merged in 
the judgment obtained by the plaintiff in the former action. The solici- 
tor of cne of the defendants had acted as solicitor for the defendants in 
the former uction, and in the opinion of the court the other defendant 
to the present ection knew of the former action. The application was 
opposed on the ground that the object of the proposed amendment was 
to introduce a purely technical defence, which the court would not allow 
at the trial. And it was eaid that, if the amendment were allowed, the 
plaintiff might be allowed to new assign and to adduce fresh evidence. 
Norru, J., declined to allow the amendment. He might do so if he 
could put the plaintiff in the same position as if the proposed defence had 
been originally pleaded. But he must allow the plaintiff to new assign 
in respect of acts done since the judgment in the former action, and then 
new evidence must be admitted, and the trial must stand over. At the 
present stage of the action this ought not to be done.—CowunseL, Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.O., Cock, Q.C., and G. Henderson; Everitt, Q.C., and Harker ; 
Oswald. Soxtcrtors, Morris § Rickards ; Nordon § Lazarus ; F. Bradley. 





Solicitors’ Cases, 
Re J. H. LAMB—Q.B.D., 13th May. 


SoLictToR STRUCK OFF THE Rotts—APPLICcATION TO RE-ADMIT—JURISDICTION 
—6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, 8. 32. 

In August, 1886, J. H. Lamb was struck off the rolls under the Act 6 & 
7 Vict. ¢ 73, s. 32, by order of the Divisional Court, on the following 
grounds—(1) That he had formed a partnership with one S., a person not 
qualified to act as a solicitor; (2) That he had allowed S. to‘use his name 
as @ solicitor ; (3) That 8. was not Lamb’s clerk. The section, so far as 
material, provides that ‘“‘if any . . . solicitor shall wilfully and 


hnowingly act as agent in any action or suit in any court of law or 
for any person not duly qualified to act as . . 


cquity ... 








solicitor as aforesaid, or permit his name to be anyway made 
use of in any such action, suit, or matter, upon the account, or for the 
profit of, any unqualified person or do any other act thereby to 
enable such unqualified person to appear, act, or practise in any respect 
as , solicitor in any suit at law or in equity knowing such person 
not to be duly qualified as aforesaid’’ upon proof of such offence ‘‘ every 
such . . ,. solicitor so offending shall, and may, be struck off the roll 
and for ever after disabled from practising as solicitor.” In March, 
1889, Lamb petitioned the Master of the Rolls to be restored to the rolls. 
His lordship referred the petition to the Queen’s Bench Division without 
exprersing any opinion other than that, the applicant having ben struck 
off the rolls by the Queen’s Bench Division, that was the only tribunal 
which ovght to consider the question of his restoration. Application was 
now, in accordance with such expression of opinion, made to the Divi- 
sional Court, on the ground that since the applicant had been struck off 
he had conducted himself honestly, and that the Act did not mean thata 
solicitor was never to be re-admitted, but that the punishment was only 
by way of a penalty, to last for a certain time at the discretion of the 
court. 

Tuer Covrr dismissed the application. Fre.p, J., said that they could 
not interfere. The Act gave them no power to re-admit a person who 
had been dealt with under the 32nd section. Cave, J., concurred, and 
eaid that in many cases it was more desirable to strike a man off with an 
intimation that, upon an application for re-admission, the case might bo 
favourably considered. However, under this section of this Act there was 
no jurisdiction to re-admit. ‘The words “shall . . . bea... 
for ever after disabled from practising ’’ admitted of no other construction ; 
to re-admit in the face of those words would be to repeal the Act of Par- 
liament. Leave to appeal refused.—Oounsex, Crispe ; Hollams. Soutcironrs, 
L. W. Gregory ; E. W. Williamson, 


BLAKEY v. LATHAM—Kay, J., 10th May. 


Practice—Set-orr ror Oosts—Souicrror’s Lien—Cross JupGMenrs iN 
Serarate Actions—h, 8S. 0., LXY., 14. 


This was a motion in an action of John Blakey (trading as E. Blakey & 
Sons) against Latham & Co. for leave to set-off costs incurred in that and 
in another action between the same parties, and the important questi nu 
was, whether the right to such set-off was intercepted by the lien of the 
defendants’ solicitors for costs. The material facts were as follows:—In 
1886 ‘‘ EK. Blakey & Sons’”’ brought an action against the defendant firm 
(consisting of E. S. Latham & T. Lowden) with reference to a trade- 
mark. In 1887 they brought the action in which the motion was made for 
infringement of a patent. The trade-mark action was tried before Chitty, 
J.,in February,1888, and judgment given against the defendants, with costs 
on the higherscale. The patent action was tried before Kay, J., in April, 
1888, and judgment given on the 26th of April against the plaintiffs, 
with costs on the higher scale ; and a subsequent motion by the plaintiff 
to vary the minutes of the order was also dismissed with costs. On the 
10th of November, 1888, Kay, J., upon the plaintiff's motion in the 
patent action, made an order restraining the defendants, and cach of them, 
and their solicitors, and the former solicitor of T. Lowden, from issuing 
any execution or taking other proceedings to enforce payment of costs 
payable under the order of the 26th of April, 1888, without setting off the 


| amount of the costs payable by them to the plaintiff under orders of 


Chitty, J., and the Appeal Court in the trade-mark action. It was stated 
that this order was made against T. Lowden’s former solicitor, who had 
retired whilst the proceedings were pending, on the ground thit he had 
estopped himself by his conduct from setting up his iien. The plaintiff 
appealed in the patent action, but the appeal wa: dismissed, with costs, 
which were taxed at £271 14s. 8d. On the 13th of April, 1889, the 
defendants’ solicitor issued execution for the amount of those costs, and 
on the 16th the plaintiff paid the money to the sheriff, and at the same 
time gave him notice not to part with it. ‘The defendants issued a writ 
against the sheriff, and the plaintiff gave notice of this motion to restrain 
the defendants and their solicitor from enforcing payment of the costs 


| without setting off the costs of some proceediags in the trade-mark aciion 





which had occurred since the order ot the 10th of November, 1888. It was 
admitted that the court could order a set-off of the costs in the same 
action, but the defendants urged that they could not be ordered to set-off 
the costs in one action against those in the other if by so doing the lien 
for costs of the defendants’ solicitor would be prejudiced. 

Kay, J., said that the rule was now settled by ord. 65, r. 14. ‘A set- 
off for damages or costs between parties may be allowed, notwithstanding 
the solicitor’s lien for costs in the particular cause or matter in which the 
set-off is sought.’’ That gave the court a discretion, but a doubt seemed 
to have been thrown out as to whether it applied to costs in different 
actions. He did not see why it should not—in the case of damages it must 
refer to different actions. If this point were free from authority he did 
not see why the solicitor's lien should intercept the set-off. To take the 
simplest case: if A. brought an action against B., which was dismissed 
with costs, and B. brought an action against A. which was dismissed with 
costs, and the costs in both actions were taxed and the allocatur issued. 
Then if A. were to become insolvent, why should B. have to pay all the 
costs, without a set-off, only for the sake of A.’s solicitor? There 
was no connection between B. and A.’s solicitor. In Mercer v. Graves 
(20 W. R. 605, L. R. 7 Q. B. 499) Cockburn, O.J., said:—‘‘If this 
were the case of an execution, and the equitable jurisdiction of this 
court were invoked for the purpose of allowing one judgment to be set off 
against the other, there is no doubt that we should protect the interest of 
the attorney. . . . Although we talk of an attorney having a lien 
upon a judgment, it is in fact only a claim or right to ask for the inter- 
vention of the court for his protection when, having obtained judgment 
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for his client, he finds there is a probability of the client depriving him of 
his costs.” If the matter were res integra he should held that there was 
no equity, but the cases had made it very difficult to act en that view 
which seemed to him the primd facie view of the justice of the case. 
In Re Harrald, Wilie v. Walford (31 W. R. 518, 32 W. R. 
Dig. 54), both Fry, J, and the Court of Appeel held that the se%- 
off was intercepted by the solicitor’s lien. So there was a right in | 
the Court of Chancery for a solicitor who had a lien on costs recovered in | 
an action from the other side to prevent a set-off of those costs. The 
question was whether that doctrine had been followed since the new Rules 
of Court, and Edwards v. Hope (33 W. R. 672, 14 QB. D. 922) was 
directly in point. The court there held that the old doctrine still applied, | 
and the set-off was intercepted by the lien. He was bound to follow that 
decision, and the order would, therefore, be that the set-off of the costs 
was not intercepted as to the costs of this action, but that as to the trade- 
mark action the right of set-off was not to prevail so as to interfere with 
any right of lien which the defendants’ solicitors in that action might be 
able to prove. His lordship further said that in his opinion the costs 
given by the Appeal Court were costs in this action ; and that the fact of 
the execution did not affect the question.—CounsgL, Sidney Woolf; Fillan 
and Russell Biggs; Waddy, Q.C., and @. E. Jenkins ; G. Henderson. Sout- 
citors, E. Talaman; A. V. Green; Bell, Brodrick, § Gray. 


*,* Rust v. Victoria Graving Dock Co. (an‘e, p. 438). The names of 
Messrs. Turner & Hacon should be added to the report of this case as 
representing the London and St. Katherine Dock Co., at whose instance 
the appeal was made. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO THE BAR, 

The undermentione1 gentlemen were on Wednesday ca'led to the 
bar :— 

Lincoin’s-1nn.—Allan Napier Macnab Daly (Studentship in Jurispru- 
dence and Roman Civil Law, C L.E. Trinity, 1857, Lincoln’s-imn Scholar- 
ships in International and Constitutional Law and Cammon Law, 1888, 
and in Real and Personal Property Law and Equity, 1889), of Queen's 
College. Galway; James Austen-Cartmell, M A., Cambridge; Lewis 
Pugh Evans Pugh, B.A., Oxford; Henry Redhead Kindersley, B.A.., 
Cambridge; James Weir, MA., Edinburgh; William Dunning, of 
Exeter College, Oxford; Vernon Bryan Crowther-Beynon, B.A., Cam- | 
bridge; Daniel Lleufer Thomas, B.A., Oxford, a Tancred Law Student ; 
Kashinath Parshram Gadgil; Edward Harrinson Richards, District Com- 
missioner of Lagos; and Talbot King Crossfield, of St. Mary Hall, 
Oxford, 

Inner Temrie.—Alfred Jobn Bowmar, B.A., Cambridge; Joseph 
King, M.A., Oxford ; John Hadden Fisher ; Edward Burgess Weatherall, 
B.A., Oxford; William Warwick Buckland, M A., Cambridge; Rickard | 
Atkinson Shepherd (late scholar of Trinity College, Oxford, B.A., Fellow | 
of all Souls’ College, Oxford, Vinerian Scholar, Oxford, holder of a 
Scholarship in Common Law, awarded February, 1887); Frederick Louis 
Lucas, M A., Cambridge; Philip Colville Smith, M.A., Oxford ; Walter 
Addington Willis, LL.B., London; Alfred Joseph Karney Young, B.A., 
Oxford ; Ernest William Lavington, Loudon; Edmund Ashton, Oxford ; 
Walter Gasper Gregory, B.A., Cambridge; Thomas Arnold Herbert, B.A., 
LL B , Cambridge (holder of a Scholarship in Equity, awarded Hilary, 
1889); Walter Jobn Seton, B.A., Oxford ; George William Ricketts, B A., 
Oxford; Louis William Jelf-Petit, Oxford; John Devonshire Sheil; 
Charles Matthew Hutton Dodsworth le Maistre, B.A., Dublin; Louis 
Edmd. Benjamin, B.A, LL B., Cambridge; John Wilfred Maxwell; 
Henry Mackenzie Abbott ; and Frederick Scott Oliver, B A., Cambridge. 

Mippiz Tempie.—Joseph Henry Longford, Her Majesty’s Vice-Consul, 
Tokio, Japan, B.A., Queen's University, Ireland; John Hay Crane 
Cawood, St. John’s Oollege, Oxford; John Cumming Macdona, M.A., 
Trinity College, Dublin, and Oxford University ; Henry George William- 
son, B.A., LL B., Cambridge University, Honours in Law; Edward 
William Coghlan, B.A., Oxford University, first-class Classical Greats ; 
Mirza Mohammed Kazim Hosain ; Pandit Srilal, of Calcutta University ; 
Obristopber Anderson ; John Bruce, Aberdeen University, First Lecture 
Prize, Council Legal Education in Roman Law and Jurisprudence, Hilary, 
1889; George Paris Dick; Edmund Murray Noble, B.A., Unive rsity of 
Sydney ; Ernest Alexis Eugéne Leclézio, University of London ; Sydney 
King-Farlow, B.A., Trinity College, Oxford (Honours Class. Mods ); 
Aeneas Mackintosh, Common Law, Middle Temple Scholarships, 1888 and 
1889; Arthur James Philbrick, LL.B., B.A., Trinity College, Cambridge ; 
Philip Francis Ondaatje, of the University of London. 











NEW ORDERS, &c. 
REDEMPTION OF CONSOLIDATED THREE PER CENT, 
— AND REDUCED THREE PER CENT. ANNUI.- 
Notice To SrockHOLpERs. 
Referring to the notice given by the Lords Commissioners of her 
Majesty’s Treasury on the 26th of April, 1889, that all persons who are 
holders of Three per Cent. Consols on Saturday, the 6th of July next, 











May 18, 1889 





would be paid off at the rate of £100 sterling for every £100 stock, 
together with the interest accrued up to date—viz., six months’ dividend 
to the 5th of July, and one day’s interest for the 6th of July—and that on 
the 7th of July interest would cease, their lordships now hereby give this 
further notice to stockholders :— ‘ ; 

1. The ordinary six months’ dividend, due the 5th of July, will be paid 
in the usual way. - 

2. Application for the warrants for the redemption money and for the 


| one day’s interest may be made in one of the following ways :— 


(1) Ihe stockholder may attend at the Bank of England in person 
accompanied by his stockbroker. In the case of joint accounts the 
attendance of all the stockholders would be required. 

(2) The stockholder may authorize his banker, ‘stockbroker, or other 
agent to attend on bis behalf. The necessary power of attorney will be 
prepared by the Bank of England upon the application of the agent, and 
will be exempt from stamp duty. ; 

(3) The stockholder may receive the warrants by post, provided he fills 
up and lodges with the Bank of England a proper form of request. In 
the case of joint accounts the form of request must be signed by all 
the stockholders. The warrants, however, can be made payable to one. 

Note.— Whichever of the above ways is selected by the stockholder for 
the receipt of the redemption money must also be adopted for the receipt 
of the one day’s interest. : 

3. If from any cause stockholders do not take their redemption money 
before the Ist of October, 1889, they will, under section 13 of the National 
Debt Redemption Act, receive in exchange for their redeemed stock an 
equal nominal amount of new (£2 15s. per cent ) stock, with interest from 
the 6th of July next inclusive. - 

4, The date in June on which the stock will ceage to be transferable will 
be duly announced in the Press. 

Treasury, May 15, 1889. 





The Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury hereby give notice 
that, in accordance with the terms of a resolution of the House of 
Commons, passed on the 5th of July, 1888, and with the provi-ions of the 
National Debt Redemption Act, 1889, all persons who are holders of 
Reduced Three per Cent. Annuities on Saturday, the 6th of July next, 
will be paid off at the rate of £100 sterling for each £100 stock, together 
with the interest accrued up to date—viz., three months’ dividend to the 
5th of July, and one day’s interest forthe 6th of July—and that on the 
7th of July interest will cease. 

Their lordships also gave this further notice to stockholders :— 

1. The three months’ dividend, due the 5th of July, will be paid in the 
usual way. 

2. Application for the warrants for the redemption money and fr the 
one day’s interest may be made in one of the following ways :— 

(1) The stockholder may attend at the Bank of England in person 
accompanied by his stockbroker, In the case of joint accounts the attend- 
ance of all the stockholders would be required. 

(2) The stockholder may authorize his banker, stockbroker, or other 
agent to attend on his behalf. The necessary power of attorney will be 
prepared by the Bank of England upon the application of the agent, and 
will be exempt from stamp duty. 

(3) The stockholder may receive the warrants by post, provided he fills 


| up and lodges with the Bank of England a proper form of request. In 


the case of joint accounts the form of request must be signed by all the 
stockholders. The warrants, however, can be made payable to one. 

Note.—Whichever of the above ways is selected by a stockholder for 
the receipt of the redemption money must also be adopted for the receipt 
of the one day’s interest. 

3. If from any cause stockholders do not take their redemption money 
before the 1st of October, 1889, they will, under section 13 of the National 
Debt Redemption Act, receive in exchange for their redeemed stock an 
equal nominal amount of new (£2 15s. per cent.) stock, with interest 
from the 6th of July inclusive. 

4, The date in June on which the stock will cease to be transferable will 
be duly announced in the Press. 

Treasury, May 15, 1889. 








PENDING LEGISLATION. 
ASSIZES RELIEF, 
A Bill to relieve the Courts of Assize from the trial of persons 
charged with offences triable at Quarter Sessions. 


Whereas it is expedient to relieve Her Majesty’s judges of assize, as 
far as may be practicable, from the duty of trying persons accused of 
offences triable by law at quarter sessions : 

Be it therefore enacted, Xc. : 

1. Persons committed for trial for offences triable at Quarter Sessions to bs 
there tried unless otherwise ordered.| Whenever any person has been com- 
mitted to gaol or admitted to bail by a justice or justices of the peace, 
in pursuance of section twenty-five of the eleventh and twelfth Victoria, 
charged with an indictable offence triable at quarter sessions, he shall be 
tried at the court of quarter sessions having jurisdiction to try such 
person for such offence and not elsewhere (any law, prescription, or usage 
to the contrary notwithstanding), unless such justice or justices ut the 
hearing, or a judge of the High Court of Justice after the hearing, shall 
direct that such person shall be indicted and tried at a court of oyer and 
a and general gaol delivery having jurisdiction to try him for such 
offence. 
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2. Not to affect certiorari, §c.] Nothing in this Act shall affect any 
existing right or power in the High Court of Justice, or any judge thereof, 
to remove by certiorari or otherwise any indictment found at any court of 
quarter sessions, or shall affect any existing right or power in any court of 
quarter sessions to remit any indictment found at such quarter sessions, 
for trial at a court of oyer and terminer and general gaol delivery. 

3. Rules may be made by ruls committee of judges.] Rules of court for the 
purpose of carrying into effect so much of the first section of this Act 
as gives jurisdiction to a judge of the High Oourt of Justice, may be 
made by those persons in whom the power of making rules of court is for 
the time being vested by section nineteen of the Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture Act, 1881. 

4, Extent of Act.| This Act shall extend to England and Wales only. 

5. Short title.) This Act may be cited as the Assizes Relief Act, 1889. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS, 


Mr. Harry Witmor Leg, solicitor (of the firm of Lee, Bolton, & Lee), 
of 1, The Sanctuary, Westmiuster, and of 5, Dean’s-court, Doctor's Com- 
mons, has been appointed Chapter Clerk, Registrar, and Steward of the 
Courts of St. Paul’s Cathedral, in succession to his father, the late Mr. 
John Benjamin Lee. Mr. H. W. Lee was admitted a solicitor in 1870. 
He is registrar of the Charterhouse, High Bailiff of the City of West- 
minster, returning officer for the Boroughs of the Strand and St. 
George's, Hanover-square, registrar of the Diocese of London, secretary 
to the Archbishop of Canterbury and to the Bishops of London, Win- 
— Durham, Bath and Wells, Ely, Carlisle, Hereford, Norwich, aud 

ipon. 


Mr. Zacuary Epwarps, barrister, has been appointed a Magistrate for 
the borough of Lyme Regis. Mr. Edwards is the eldest son of the Rev. 
Zachary James Edwards, rector of Coombe Pyne, Devonshire, and was 
born in 1839. He was educated at Sherborne School, and he was formerly 
scholar of Wadham College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in 
Classics in 1861. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary 
Term, 1865, and he formerly practised in the Court of Chancery. Mr. 
Edwards is now mayor of Lyme Regis for the second time. 


Mr. Tuomas Bury, solicitor (of the firm of Acton, Bury, & Acton), of 
Wrexham, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Denbighshire (Mr. 
Caarles William Townsend) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Bury is town clerk of the borough of Wrexham. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1865. 


Mr. Wituram WakELIN, solicitor, of Presteign, has been appointed by 
the High Sheriff of Radnorshire (Mr. James Allgood Beebee) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Wakelin is registrar of 
the Presteign County Court. He was admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Rozert Frepertick Sisson, solicitor (of the firm of Sisson & George), 
of St. Asaph, Mostyn, and Rhyl, has been appointed by the High Sheriff 
of Flintshire (Mr. Edward Delves Walthall) to be Under-Sheriff of that 
county for the ensuing year. Mr. Sisson is the son of Mr. Robert James 
Sisson, solicitor. He is registrar of the St. Asaph County Court, and his 
firm are joint clerks to the county magistrates. He was admitted a soli- 
citor in 1878. 

Mr. J. F. Urrusy, solicitor (of the firm of J. F. & T. F. Uttley), of 
Manchester, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature, 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. Baron Huddleston has been able to take carriage 
exercise. 


The Assizes Relief Bill passed through Committee of the House of 
Commons without amendment on the 9th inst. and was, on the motion of 
Mr. Gully, read a third time amid cheers. 


A telegram from Newhaven, Connecticut, announces that Mr. Phelps, 
the late United States Minister to England, will resume the Professorship 
of the Yale University Law School. 

Mr. William Mackintosh, Q.C., Dean of the Faculty of Advocates, who 
was appointed to the vacancy in the Court of Session caused by the death 
of Lord Fraser, presented his commission to the Lord President on 
Tuesday. He has taken the official title of Lord Kyllachy, from his 
estate in the north of Scotland. 


The Calcutta correspondent of the 7imes says that the Chief Justice of 
Bengal (Sir Comer Petheram), who is quite restored to health after his 
recent dangerous illness, would return to Calcutta from Darjeeling on 
Tuesday. His illness caused great public anxiety, and his recovery, as it 
were, from the jaws of death, has caused sincere and hearty rejoicings 
among all classes. 


The American Law Review says that at the banquet given by the 
Chicago bar to Chief Justice Fuller, Mr. Goudy, one of the Nestors of that 
bar, in his speech deplored the fact that there were too many lawyers. 
He said that there was in Illinois one lawyer to every hundred male 
inhabitants. 


In the course of the hearing of Lady Sandhurst’s appeal the Lord 
Chief Justice remarked: ‘I dislike to torture the phraseology of Acts 





Parliament.’’ The Master of the Rolls said: They are no doubt difficult 

to construe, but nowadays all legislation is done in this way. As much as 

possible is enacted by way of reference and incorporation in order that the 

matter may be got through the House without debate. The Lord Chief 

— That is to say, in order deliberately to mislead the House of 
ommons. 


The following gentlemen will retire by rotation from the committee of 
the Bar Committee on the 29th of June next, viz.—Mr. R. Romer, Q.0., Mr. 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Gainsford Bruce, Q.C., M.P., Mr. T. T. 
Bucknill, Q.C., Mr. Vaughan Williams, Q.C., Sir Sherston Baker, the 
Hon. A. Lyttelton, and Messrs, Horace Avory, E. Beaumont, Kenelm 
Digby, H. W. Elphinstone, Charles Mathews, T. T. Methold, J. F. 
Oswald, J. Shortt, and V. R. Smith. The annual election of members to 
= the above vacancies will take place in the week ending the 22nd of 

une. 


The funeral of the late Mr. Ince, Q.C., took place on Tuesday at Kensal- 
green Cemetery. The hearse left the residence in Oromwell-road soon 
after eleven, the widow and other members of the family following. At 
the church were a number of Mr. Ince’s professional friends. ‘These 
included Mr. Justice Kay, Mr. Rylands (Taxing Master in Chancery), Mr. 
Marten, Q.0., Mr. Millar, Q.C., Mr. Renshaw, Q.C., Mr. Cutler, Q.C., 
Judge Snagge, Mr. Byrne, Q.C., and Mr. Whitehorne, Q C. The service, 
both in the church and at the graveside, was conducted by the Rev. Dr. 
Forrest, vicar of St. Jude’s, South Kensington. As a mark of respect 
Mr. Justice Kay did not sit in court on Tuesday. 


John H. Morrison, says the Cincinnati Enquirer, practised law many years 
ago at Findlay and all through that part of Ohio. He had some striking 
peculiarities, which were in the habit of cropping out in court. He was 
once trying a case before Judge Patrick Henry Goode and a jury, and 
opened his side of the case as follows: ‘*‘ May it please the court, by the 
perjury of witnesses, the ignorance of the jury, and the connivance of the 
court, I expect to lose this case.’’ ‘‘ What is that you say, Mr. Morrison?” 
‘* That is all I have to say on that point, and the court will feel happier if 
I do not repeat what I have already said. From the looks of the jury I 
infer that they would rather not have heard it once.’ 


When Mr. Plowden attended at the Wandsworth Police-court shortly 
after 3 o’clock on the 10th inst. the clerk drew his attention to an im- 
portant case in which Mr. St. John Wontner was engaged, and which had 
to be adjourned. Mr, Plowden said he was glad to have the opportunity 
of explaining his absence. The greater number of the courts were pro- 
vided, under a system which had worked well for 50 years, each with two 
magistrates, but for some reason, he supposed not entirely unconnected 
with economy, Hammersmith and Wandsworth had only three magistrates 
between them, though Hammersmith had perhaps more cases to dispose of 
than any other court in London. Both his colleagues had broken down more 
or less from overwork, and he was expected now to do single-handed what 
had been proved was too much for two magistrates and should be the 
work of four. He had just left Hammersmith, where he had had to adjourn 
29 summonses, and when it was remembered thatthese summonses probably 
meant the attendance of 100 persons, some idea of the public inconveni- 
ence might be formed. He hoped he had shewn that it was not the fault 
of the magistrates. It was a pressing public grievance, and he feared 
that unless some remedy were found the state of things was likely to 
continue. 


At the London County Sessions at Newington on Monday, Mr. Wilkia- 
son, speaking for the Surrey Bar Mess, said he wished to draw the 
attention of the bench to a custom which it was considered was telling very 
unfairly against gentlemen engaged at this court—viz., the practice of 
sending triable cases to the Central Oriminal Court. His lordship would 
notice that there were no cases in this calendar from that part of the 
county of Kent which came into the new county of London, while in no 
less than nine instances cases which should have been in this calendar had 
been committed by the magistrates at Greenwich, Lambeth, and South- 
wark to the Old Bailey. Under the 116th section of the Local Govern- 
ment Act it was enacted that until a scheme respecting the holding of 
courts of quarter session in the City of London be formulated, cases 
triable at the quarter sessions for the City of London should, save as 
otherwise directed by the Court of Quarter Sessions, be heard, if arising on 
the north side of the Thames, at Clerkenwell, and if on the south side at 
Newington, and yet here were nine cases sent away in one month. Sir P. 
Edlin, who presided, replied: The magistrates have always had discretion 
left them to commit tothe Central Criminal Court where there were 
special circumstances rendering such practice desirable, but here, where, 
as you tell me, nine cases are taken out of the Surrey calendar, I certainly 
think the matter is deserving the consideration of the Olerk of the Peace, 
and I would suggest that he communicate with the Secretary of State. I 
must say in the circumstances I am not surprised at the bar of this sessions 
bringing the matterundermy notice. If only two orthree cases had occurred, 
it might be passed over, but here, where it seems to be the practice to 
send cases away which are triable bere under the new Act, you were 
quite right to bring the matter before us, and you may depend upon it, it 
shall have our best consideration. Mr. Wilkinson wished to point out that 
he thought the discretion of the police-court magistrates was swept away 
by the 116th clause of the Local Government Act. Sir P. Edlin said that 
might be so. At any rate, the whole matter should be carefully gone 
into. 


WARNING TO INTENDING House PurcHAsERS & LESSEES.—Before purchasing or 
renting a house have the Sanitary arrangementstho hly examined by an wa 
fromThe: Sanitary eering & Ventilation Uo., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—[ ADVT.] 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
RoTA OF ILEGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 






APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

Date. No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Monday, May .., «...... 20 Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Godfrey 
, |” RRR Leach Pemberton Rolt 
WV GGROSERT. .0:00000:000s0550 BB Beal Ward Godfrey 
Thursday .... . Leach Pemberton Rolt 
Friday ..... «« O4 Beal Ward Godfrey 
CHRP ccarassepsonscaveeses 25 Leach Pemberton Rolt 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 





NORTH, STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, May............... 20 Mr. Jackson Mr. Pugh Mr. Koe 
Tuesday ..... a0 Carrington Lavie Clowes 
Wednesday.. Jackson Pugh Koe 
Thursday .... Carrington Lavie Clowes 
Friday ..... Jackson Pugh Koe 
Saturday .. Carrington Lavie Clowes 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
C. CHANDLER & Co., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented 9th May, directed 
to be heard before Kay, J., on May 18. Ward, Wailbrook, solor for petner 
GREAT GRIMSBY ONWARD BUILDING Co, LimiITeD.—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented May 7, directed to be heard before stirling, J, on May 1s. Vincent & 
Vincent, Budge row, Cannon st, agents for North & Sons, Leeds, solvrs for 
petners 
MANUFACTURERS’ AUCTION Co, LIMIT«D —Kay, J., has. by an order dated April 


18, appointed George Norton Read, 49, Queen Victoria st, to be official liqui- | 


dator 

Patent LOCK STOPPER Co., LIMITED.—Stirling, J., has, by an order dated April 
12, appointed 'Thomas Stephen Evans, 6, Kucklersbury, to be official liquidator 

SWEDISH AND NORWEGIAN RAILWAY Co., LimMITep.—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented May 10, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on May 18. Co'yer, 
Wych st, Strand, solor for petner 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BricgutTon District TraMWAYs Co.—Stirling, J., has, by an order dated March 

28, appointed Henry Spain, 74, Coleman st, to be oflicial liquidator 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

MARKET PLAcE Crus Co,. LiMiTED.—Petn for winding up, presented April 26, 
directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., on May 20. Spatford, Manchester, 
solor for petner 

London Gazette-—TUESDAY, May 14, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ALLAN & Co., LrimITED.—By an order made by North, J., dated May 4. it was 
ordered that the company be wound up. Beall & Co, London Wall, solors for 
petner 

BRAITHWAITE MINING Co., LimitED —Kay, J, has fixed Thursday, May 22, at 
12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

CANADIAN ASBESTOS AND ANTIMONY Co,, Limitrp.—Stirling, J., has, by an order 
dated May 1, appointed William James Spooner, St George’s House, East- 
cheap, to be official liquidator. Creditors are reyuired, on or before June 12, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 
to the above. ‘Tuesday, June 25, at 3, is appointed for hearing and adjudi- 
cating upon debts and claims 

COMBINED WEIGHING AND ADVERTISING Macurneé Co., Liwirep.—Petn for 
winding up, presented May 9, directed to be heard before North, J., on May 
25. Norris & Co, Bedford row, solors for Petner 

Daaeutr’s Boot SoLk Synpicatx.—Chitty, J., has, by an order dated May 3, 
appointed Edwin Waterhouse, 41, Greshain st, to be official liquidator 
ITTENS, LICKFOLD, & Co., LIMITED.—North, J., has, by an order dated J 1ne 27, 
1-87, appointed Benjamin Newsread, 77, Greshain st, to be oflictal liquidator 

HENRY PounD, SON, & HUTCHINS, LIMITED.—LBy an order made by Kay, J., dated 
May 4, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Saxelby & Faulkner, 
JTroumonger lane, solors for petners 

LITTLEBOROUGH DYEING CO., LIMITED —By an order made by Kay, J., dated 
May 4, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Rhodes & Co, Chan- 
cery lane, agents for Khoies & Evans, Halifax, solors for petner 

NATIONAL AGRICULIURAL HALL Co., LIMITED Jreditors are required, on or 
before June 15, vo senda their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Thomas Abercrombie Welton, 5, Moorgate st. Monday, 
July 1, at 1,is appointed ror hearing and adjudicating upon the deb‘s and 
claims 

NEW TELEPHONE Co., LIMITED —Petn for winding up, presented May 9, directed 
to be heard before Stirling, J., on May z5. Renshaws, Satfolk Jane, Cannon st 
solors for petner ’ , 

PapgER BorrLE Co., LruiTep.—North, J., has, by an order dated April 18, ap- 
pointed John Francis Clarke, 41, Coleman st, tu be official liquidator 

PHOTOGRAPHIC Co., LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before June 7, to 
send their names and addresses, and particuiars of their debts or claims, to 


| 





John Reeves Ellerman, 10, Moorgate st. Fridav, June 14, at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon debtsandclaims — 

Sours VoGELstruIs GoLtp Co. Limr(rzp.—Peta for winding up, presentsd Mav 
10, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on Saturday, May 25. Morley & 
Shirreff, Gresham House, solors for petner ‘ 

Sr. Lovis PARK MILLs Co , Lruirep.—Chitty. J., has. by an order dated Feb 25, 
appointed Edward Ebenezer Pric», 19a, Coleman st, to be official liquidator 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. : 

‘‘ EDDERSIDE” SHIPOWNING Co., LimiTED.—The Vice-Chancellor has fixed Thurs. 
day. May 23, at 12, at 9, Cook st, Liverpool, for the appointment of an official 
liquidator 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. : 

LARPURHEY P&RMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOcIETY.—Creditors are required, 
on or before June 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims.to Charles Ernest Kendal, 48, King st, Manchester. Turs- 
day, July 2, at 11.30, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 


and claims 
— FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
United TRADESMEN’S BENEFIT Soctety, Class Rooms, Garden st, Stepney, 
May 9 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 3. ; , : 
Anbott, JOHN, Weybridge, Surry, Builder. June 1. Milne & Milne, Clement's 


in : 
BENNETT, WILLIAM, Worthing, Builder. June 4. Verrall, Worthing 
Bravnock, ExizaneTa, British st, Bow rd. July 3. Hard & Co, Gresham 
bldgs, Basinghall st Be 
BRYANT, HARRIETT, Busby place, Camden rd. June 7. Adams, Finsbury 
cireus : 2 
Core. HENRY EDMUND, sen., Waltham Cross, Gent. May 30. Eley, New 
jroad st 
CUMBERLEGE, JOIN, Tivoli, St Leonards on Sea, Clerk in Holy Orders. June 
15. Newton & Co, Leighton Bussard, Beds x : : 
CUMBERLEGE, Mary, St Leonards on Sea. June 15. Newton & Oo, Leighton 
3ussard 
DAVIES, ANN, Surbiton, Surrey. June 3. Burgoynes & Co, Oxford st 
DICKINSON, MARGARET, Boaler st, Liverpool. May 31. Rudd, Liverpool 
DuNCOMBE, Admiral the Hon ARTHUR, Kilnwick Percy, nr Pock!ington, Yorks, 
June}. Evans & Co, Gray’s inn sq : ’ 
EVERSLEY, Rt Hon CHARLES Viscount, Heckfield pl, Southampton, G.C B. July 
1. H. & C. Collins, Reading - : 
FREEMAN, SELINA, Feltham. June 3. Watson & Co, Bouverie st, Fleet st 


| Laren, JosepH ARMITAGE, Upper Batley, Yorks, Colliery Proprietor. July 1 


Learoyd & Simpson, Huddersfield : 
HANcOcK, SAMUEL, Shefficld, Cutlery Manufacturer. June 1. Binney & Sons, 
Shetlield “ 
Hanrtcey, THOMAS. Bradford, Yorks, Board Maker. June 24. Hutchinson & 
Son, Bradford 
HIgAD, SAMUEL, Woodbridge, Suffolk, retired Furniture Broker. Jungs 1. 
Welton, Woodbridge ; beth 
JENKINS, GKORGE HARLEY, Bishop's Castle, Salop, Gent. Mayi4. Griffiths, 
Bishop's Castle ‘ 
JENNENS, JOHN, Birmingham, Brass Founder. May 10, Mitchell & Wilmot, 
Birmingham 2 
JONES, MARIA, Nale, nr Manchester. June7. Spencer & Co, Cheapside 
KNOWLES, Rev JOUN DICKENSON, Vicarage, Glossop, Clerk. June 3, Davis, 
Glossop 
LANE, THOMAS VEALE, Leamington Spi, Esq. Junet1. Tozer & Co, Teignmouth 
MacCEWING, JAMES, Kirkgate, Leeds, Innkeeper. Jane 29. Nelson & Co, Leeds 
MOULTON, ALEXANDER EDWARD, Lradford, Wilts. June 12. Clarke & Sons, 
Bristol 
Nicnon, Joun, Liverpool, Timber Merchant. June 3. Payne & Frodsham, 
Liverpool 
PARKER, CARLISLE SPEDDING, Aspley Guise, Beds, Esq. May 24. Stamp & Co, 
Kingston upon Hull i ; 3 
Raa, JouN JONATHAN, Whitby, Yorks, Gent. July 1. Thornton & Simpson, 
Thitby 
Srups0N, JOSEPH, Bispham, Lancaster, Innkeeper. June 10. Hall & Co, C itheroe 
SMITH, SARAH, Bognor, Sussex. Junei. Staifurth, Bognor 
TURNER, ALFRED, Chorlton cum Hardy, Lancs, Gent. May 31. Aldred & Co, 
anchester 
Uns weern, MankiA, Southworth with Croft, Lancs. June 30. Ashton & Woods, 
ariington 
Viscz, JOUN, Ardleish, Essex, Farmer. May 27. Howard & Co, Colchester 
VINGOE, Joun, Bridge rd, Barnes, Gent. June 24. Rhodes & Son, Skinners’ 
Hall, Dow zate hil 
KINSON, JOHN, Pocklington, Yorks, Ironfounder. July 13, fu nmerson, 


‘ington 





Warranoy e, fuomMas, Handsworth, Staffs, Gent. June 1, Jeffery & Co, Bir- 
mminwham 

WILLIAMS, ELIZABETa, Henley-ou-Thames. Junei18. Greiz, Feachurch st 
WILLIAMS, FRANCES, Newport, Pemb. Juno1, James, Merthyr Tydfil 
Woopcock, Jane, Leamington. May 29. Field & Sons, Leamington 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. BROWN 


REDERICK, 


, J 
Leeus Pet May7 Ord May7 


London Gazette—F RIDAY, May 10, CLAYBOURNE, GEORGE 


Leeds, Cloth Merchant Evans, Ronpert, Rhyl, Flints, Innkeeper Bangor 
Pet May7 Ori May 7 


ALEXANDER, and Gr033, | Foorp, ALBERT, Bexhill, Sussex, Grocer Hastings 








RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ARCHER, FREDERICK, Margaret st, Cavendisu ¢q, 
Tailor High Court Pet Aprilé Ord May 4 
ARCHER, JESSE, Wakefield, Cocoa Fibre Matting 
Manufacturer Wakefield Pet Aprii 24 Ord 
May 6 

BLAKER, CHARLES FREDERICK, and Ricuarp MAN- 
NING WILLIAMSON, Eastbourne, Ironmoners 
Eastbourne Pet Mays Ord May8 

BoukneE, JAMES. Manchester, Metal Agent Maunu- 
chester Pet May8 Ord Mays 

BRADSHAW, WILLIAM Harver, Plaistow, Essex, 
Secretary of the East London Seaside Home for 
Poor and Deserving Chileren Hizh Court Pet 
March 28 Ord May7 

Browns. C. E. Gork, 'vhe Alliance Club, St James’s 
eq High Court Pet Febi Ord May 6 


y JULIA ANNIE CLAYBOURNK, Doncaster, 

Shetlield Pet May7 Ord May7 
LORGEH, Kirtley, Suffolk, Builder Gt Yur- 

mouth Vet May7 Urd May7 

CORNWALL, HENRY GEORGE, Newport, Mon, Baker 
Newport, Mon Pet May7 Ord May7 

Cox, HENRY, Cambridge, Publican Cambridze Pet 
May6 Ord May 6 

DaAsHwoop, ARTHUR, Windsor terr, T. ttenham, 
Cueesemonger Edmonton Pet May 8 Uru 





May 3 

DAVENPORT, JAMES, Hockley, birmingham, Oorn 
Dealer Birmingham Pet May7 Ord May 7 

DAW, GEORGE HENRY, Fordwych rd, West Hamp- 
stead, late Financial Ageut Hizh Court Pet 
May6 Ord May6 

Dunston, JOHN, Fenton, Lincs, Ocmmission Agent 
Lincoln Pet May6é Ord May6 


Pet May 2 Ord Muy 2 
| GALLOWAY, WILLIAM Henry, Belgrave, Leics, 
Leather Seller Leicester Pet May6 Ord May 6 
| GINGER, WILLIAM JaMES, Bexley, Kent, Fishmong-r 
tochester Pet Mays Ord Mays 
HaMprook, Joun, MHackington, otherwise St 
Stephen, Kent, Farmer Canterbury Pet May 
Ord May 4 
HEARDER, EDWIN MurRIn, Falmouth, Baker T:iuro 
Pet May8 Ord Mays 
HEATHOOTE, GERALD WILLIAM YVERY, Rom'ey, 
Hants, Schoolmaster Southampton Pet april4 
Ord May 6 
HILL, FREDERICK CLARK, Ramsey, Hunts, Butcher 
Peterborough Pet way6 Ord May 6 
HITcHINs, JAMES, Manchester, Tailor Manchester 
Pet May7 Ord May7 
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HOLLAND, WILLIAM. High ‘Town, Manchester, Baker 
Manchester Pet May8 Ord May 8 
llotMEs, ROBERT FREDERICK, Horncastle, 

Baker Lincoln Pet Mayé Ord May 6 
HorkKINS, ARCHELAUS HENRY, Keading, Grocer 
Reading Pet May6 Ord May6 
JESsON, HENRY, Warwick, Upholsterer Warwick Pet 
May 6 Ord May 8 
JUDGE, WILLIAM, Gt Missenden, Bucks, late Farmer 
Aylesbury Pet Mays Ord Mays 
K:yG@, EpwarD ARTHUR, Bramford, pr Ipswich, 
Gardener Colchester Pet May7 Ord May 7 
Liu:wis, FRANCIS, Castle Eaton, Wilts, late Hotel 
Keeper Swindon Pet May6 Ord May 6 
ATTHEW, GRANDFIELD, Newtown, Bristol, Grocer 
Bristol Pet Mays Ord May 8 
MaAwWER, HENRY, Sherburn in Elmet, Yorks, Inn- 
_ keeper York Pet May1 Ord May 6 
NEALE, THOMAS, Doncaster, Grocer Sheflicld Pet 
May7 Ord May7 
PAGE, FREDERICK, Uountesthorpe, Leicester, Butcher 
Leicester Pet May7 Pet May7 
PaRKINSON, G. E., Abchurch lane, Financial Agent 
High Court Pet April9 Ord May 5 
TPILCHER, WILLIAM GARIBALDI, Southsea, Watch- 
maker Portsmouth Pet May6 Ord May6 
PooLEY, COWELL JOHN, Fulbourn. Cambs, Coal Dealer 
Cambridge Pet Mays Ord May 8 
Rrk¥s, CLEMENT PEAVEY, Norwich, Warehouseman 
Norwich Pet Mays Ord May 8 
Rook, Tuomas JOHN, Southtown, Suffolk, Carter 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Mays Ord May 8 
RossiTsR, SAMUEL, Todber, Dorset, Dealer Salisbury 
Pet May8 Ord May 8 
fuaw, SMITH, Burnley, Auctioneer 
Mays Ord Mays 
STEPHENSON, WILLIAM HENRY, Hastings, Furni(ure 
_ Dealer Hastings Pet Mays Ord May8 
Tats, JOHN, Normanton, Baker Wakefield Pet May 
8 Ord Mays 
WALTERS, GEORGE SALATHIEL, Nottinghem, Jciner 
Nottingham Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
VILLEIT, SIDNEY SAMUEL, Wolverhampton, Tailor 
Pet May7 Ord May 7 
WILLIAMS, 4 HARLES GEORGE FREDERICK, Savile row, 
Tailor Iligh Court Pet May6 Ord May 6 
Woopcock, HENRY, Hartfield rd, Wimbledon, Cheese- 
monger Kingston, Surrey Pet May 8 Ord 
May 8 
YatTss, JAMES WILLIAM, Sheffield, Coal Dealer 
Sheffield Pet Aprii24 Ord May7 


Tie following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of April 3C. 
MICKLEWRIGHT, WILLIAM Epwarpb. Birmingham, 

Draper Birmingham Pet April9 Ord April 24 


The following amended notice is substituted for 
that published in the London Gazette of May 7. 
VERNON, ALFRED, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer 
Northampton Pet April24 Ord April 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

RAILEY, JONATHAN, Dewsbury, Commercial Traveller 
May 17 at3 Ott Rec, Bank chbrs, Batley 

] 1sf0P, FREDERICK, and HERBERT REYNOLDS. Wat- 
ford, Herts, Lamp Makers May 17 at z George 
Annesley, Solicit »r, St Albans 

Ciuk, JOHN WILLIAM, Lowestoft, Pawnbroker May 
18 at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

C.net, H. J., Ruxeth, Harrow. Grocer May 17 at 
1,30 George Annesley, Solicitor, $t Albans 

CouNWALL, HENRY GEORG#, Newport, Mon, Baker 
May 21 at 12 Off Rec, 12, Treaegar pl, Newport, 

on 

Cox, HenkyY, Cambridge. Publican May 20at12 Off 
Rec, 5, ketty Cury, Cambridge 

Dixon, WILLIAM, Evenwood Gate, nr We:t Auck- 
land, Butcher May 17 at 5 Commercial Hotel, 
Bishop Auckland 

FILMER, GEORGE BUDDS, and THomMas FILMER, Man- 
chester, Printers May 17 at 3 Uff Kec, Ogden’s 
chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

FoorD, ALBERT, Bexhill, Sussex, Grocer May 17 at 
1z Ott Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

GINGER, WILLIAM JAMES, Bexley, Kent, Fishmonger 
May 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

Grack, HENRY, Wakefield, late Cab Proprietor May 
17 at1l Off Rec, Bond terr, Wakefield 

IigskETH, HENRY, Halsall, nr Ormskirk, Innkeeper 
May 20 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

HOLLAND, EDWARD, Gloucester, Innkeeper May 18 
at3 Uff Rec, Gloucester 

HUGHES, ALFRED W, Liverpool, Book Keeper May 

_ “lat2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpuol 

KING, EDWARD ARTHUR, Bramford, nr_ Ipswich, 
Gardener May 21 at 10.30 Townhall. Colchester 

MAWER, HENRY, Sherburn-in-Elmet, Yorks, Inn- 
keeper May 28 at 12.15 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, 


Lines, 


ay 


Burnley Pet 


ork 

MELLOR, THOMAS, Hunslet, Leeds, late Grocer May 
20 ati11 Olf Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

PARKIN, ISAAC, Sheflield, Journeyman Blacksmith 
May 20 at 3.30 Otf Kee, Fixgtree lane, She flield 

l'aAYNE, JOHN, Plaistow, Essex, Oilman May zi at 12 
jankruptcy blogs, Linco)n’s inn 

TILCHER, WILLIAM GARIBALDI, Southsea, Watch- 
maker May 20 at 3.30 166. Queen st, Port-ea 

looLEY, COWELL JOHN, Fulbvurn, Cambs, Coal 
Dealer May 20 at 12.30 Off Kec, 5, Petty Cury, 
Cambridge 

RoruEr, RoseRT, Finsbury pavement. Merchsnt 

_ May 2lati1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Tuorr, EDWARD, Worcester, Yasdemen of Gas 
Works May 25 at 10.30 Otf Rec, Worcester 

‘Tuck, AxTHUR, Hadleigh, Essex, Farmer May 21 at 
1.30 Shirehall, Chelmsford 

TURNBULL, THOMPSON, Sheflield, Provision Merchant 

_ May 2vats cif Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

TUsoN, WILLIAM, Bamber Bridge, Lancs, Ulogger 

May 24uti Oif Kec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 





} 


VAUGHAN, NATHANIEL, Eliot cottages, Blackheath, 
late Builder Mayi7at3 119, Victoria st, West- 
minster 

WALTERS, GEORGE SALATHIEL. Nottingham, Joiner 
May 18 at 11 Off Rec, 1, High pavement, Not- 
tingham 

WEBB, JOHN, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manchester, 
Pinafore Maker May 17 at 2.30 Off Rec, Og- 
den’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

WESTWOOD, CHARLES, Birmingham, Hardware Mer- 
chant May 28 at11 25, Colmore row, Birming- 


ham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


BAILEY, JONATHAN, Dewsbury, Commercial Traveller 
Dewsbury Pet May 4 Ord May 7 

Brrep, Wit11aM, Kenilworth, Licensed Victualler 
Warwick Pet April2 Ord May 4 

Birks, Enocu, Wednesbury, Pattern Maker Walsall 
Pet Marchs Ord May 8 

BROWNING, FREDERICK, Leeds,Cloth Merchant Leeds 
Pet May7 Ord May7 

Canty, WILLIAM HENRY, Tunbridge Wells, Builder 
Tunbridge Wells Pet April9 Ord Mays 

CarR, JOHN WILLIAM, Lowestoft, Pawnbroker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet April1i5 Ord May 6 

CLAYBUUBNE, GEORGE ALEXANDER, and JULIA ANNIE 
Gross, formerly CLAYBOURNE, Doncaster, Mil- 
liners Shettield Pet May7 Ord May7 

CoLBy, GEORGE, Kirtley, Suffolk, Builder Gt Yar 
mouth Pet May7 Ord May7 

OoLr ins, ABRAHAM, Bristol, Money Lender 
Pet Apriiis Ord May 4 

Cook, WILLIAM, Wimborne, Dorset, Outfitter Poole 
Pet April1s Ord May 1 

CORNWALL, HENRY GEORGE, Newport, Mona, Baker 
Newport, Mon Pet May6 Ord Mays 

Cox, HENRY, Cambridge, Publican Cambridge Pet 
May6 Ord May 6 

DasHwoop, ARTHUR, Windsor terr, Tottenham, 
Cheesemonger Eumonton Pet May3 Ord May 3 

DAVENPORT, JAMES, Hockley, Birmingham, Corn 
Dealer Birmingham Pet May7 Ord Mays 

DAVIES, GRIFFITH, Swansea, Licensed Victualler 
Swansea Pet April 30 Ord May 3 

Dixon, WILLIAM, Evenwooi Gate, nr West Auck- 
land, Butcher Durham Pet April 26 Ord 


Bristol 


May 7 
DovGuty, ROBERT WILLIAM, Cheapside, Commission 
Agent High Court Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Dunston, JOHN, Fenton, Lincs, Commission Agent 
Liucoln Pet May6 Ord May 6 
Evans, ROBERT. Rhyl, Flint, Ionkeeper 
Pet May7 Ord May7 
FILMER, GEORGE Buppbs, and THOMAS FiLMER, Man- 
chester, Printers Manchester Pet April 25 Ord 


Bangor 


May 7 

Foorb, ALBERT, Bexhill, Sussex, Grocer Hastings 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

GALLOWAY, WILLIAM HENRY, Belgrave, Leices, 
Leather Seller Leicester Pet May 4 Ord 


ay 6 
HALL, EDMOND JOHN BARNARD, Hornsey rd, Timber 


ferchant High Court Pet April 25 Ord 
ay 6 
HEARDER, EDWARD MuvURRIN, Falmouth, Baker 


fruro Pet May8 Ord May 8 

HESKETH, H#NRY, Halsall, nr Ormskick, Innkeeper 
Liverpool Pet April12 Ord May 8 

HILL, FREDERICK CLARK, I sey, Hunts, Butcher 
Peterborough Pet May6 Ord May 6 

HitTcuins, JAMES, Manchester, Tailor Manchester 
Pet May7 Ord May7 ‘ 

Hoitmgs, RoBERT FREDERICK, Horncastle, Lincs, 
Baker Lincoln Pet May6 Ord May 6 

HOPKINS, ARCHELAUS HENRY, Reading, Grocer 
Reading Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

HUGHES, ALFRED WILLIAMS, Liverpool, Book-ke eper 
Liverpool Pet April15 Ord May § 
Kina, EpwarRD AbTHUR, Bramford, nr Ipswic), 
Gardener Colchester Pet May6 Ord May 7 
LkEwI1s, FRaNcIs, Castle Eaton, Wilts, late Hotel 
Keeper Swiaodon Pet May 6 Ord a 6 
Mawer, HENRY, Sherburnin Elimet, Yorks, Innkeeper 
York Pet May1 Ord May7 ee 
McMasTsk, Tuomas, Newcastie on Tyne, Tiaveiling 
wet Newcastle on Tyne Pet Apiil 16 Uid 

ay 6 

NEWTON, Manwoop, Buckland, St Mary, Somerset, 
Baker Taunton Pet Aprili2 Ord May 4 

OrForD, EpwarpD IsraEL, Stamford. Ironmonger 
Peterborough Pet April13 Ord May7 

PaGE, FREDERICK, Countesthorpe, Leic, Butcher 
Leicester Pet May7 Ord May7 : 

Patrick, THoMAsS, Gloucester rd, Kensington, Cotfee- 
house Keeper High Court Pet May 4 Ord 
May 6 

PILCHER, WILLIAM GARIBALDI, Southsea, Watch- 
maker Portsmouth Pet May6 Ord May 6 

PooLreyY, COWELL JOUN, Fulbourn, Camb, Cval Dealer 
Cambridge Pet May8 Ord May 8 

POWELL, WALTER AR1HUR, Bury st, St James's, Gens 
High Court Pet March 15 Ord May 6 

PRICHARD, DALTON GORGE, Bristol, Cabinet Maker 
Bristol Pet April8 Ord May 8 

Rossitser, SAMUKL, Todber, Dorset, Dealer &c Sa’is- 
bury Pet April25 Ord Mays 

TATE, JOHN, No:manton, Baker Wakefield Pet May 
8 Ord May 8 - 

WaLTERS, GEORGE SALATHIEL, Nottingham, Joincr 
Nottingham Pet May4 Ord May4 ; 

WALLIAMS, CHARLES GEORGE I*REDERICK, Savile row 
Tailor High Court Pet May 6 Ord Mays 

Yates, JAMES WILLIAM, Shellicld, Coal Dealer 
Sheflield Pet April24 Ord May 7 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
MITCUELL, WILLIAM, jun., Hockley House, ur Muc 


clestield, Gent Liverpool Aojud Feb 16, 18:7 
Annul May 3 





Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 14, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

APPLIN, THoMas Epwarp, Fordingbridge, Hants, 
Draper Salisbury Pet May10 Ord May 10 
BILAKEBOROUGH, JOSEPH, Scarborough, Ironmonger 

Scarborough Pet May9 Ord May 9 
CLARKE, HENRY, Station Hill, Farnbam, Saddler 
Guildford and Godalming Pet May 11 Ord 
May 11 
CLARKE, JONN CHARLES, Leamington Priors, Butcher 
Warwick Pet May 1t Ord May 11 
CONLON, LUKE, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Inn- 
keeper Sunderland Pet May 9 Ord May 9 
DAvtks, JouN, Abergwili, Carmarthenshire, Carpen- 
ter Carmarthen Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
FosTER, HENRY Epwarp, Bradford, Worsted 
Spinner Bradford Pet May9 Ord May 9 
FURLONG, CHARLES, Bristol, Brush Manufacturer 
Bristol Pet May 11 Ord May 1 
GOoDE, WILLIAM WALTER, Walthamstow, Builder 
High Court Pet May9 Ord May 9 
HArRpDING, HENRY, and Harry SHort HARDING, 
High st, Sutton, Hairdre:sers Croydon Pet 
May7 Ord May7 
Harpy, REUBEN, Swanage, Dorset, Builder Pvole 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Harper, HENRY, Great Yarmouth, Cycle Manager 
Great Yarmouth Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Harzis, JOHN R8Es, Williamstown Penygraig, Glam, 
Grocer Pontypridd Pet May9 Ord May 9 
Harris, SAMUEL Louis, Redcross st, Barbican, 
Clothier High Court Pet May 10 O:d May 10 
HIcks, SAMUEL, Cheltenham, Fruiterer Cheltenham 
Pet April 26 Ord May 8 
HuvutTTon. WILLIAM, Armley, Leeds, Grocer Leeds 
Pet May 9 Ord May 9 
JACKSON, GEORGE HENRY, Burton on Trent, Paiater 
Burton on Trent Pet May8 Ord Mays 
JACKSON, WILLIAM, Northampton, Shoe Manu- 
ovurer Northampton Pet May 11 Ord 
ay 11 
Joycs, ALFRED, Kendal, Butcher Kendal Pet May 
9 Ord May9 
Kina, THomas SAMUEL, Radford, Nottingham, 
Lace Manufacturer Nottingham Pet April it 
Ord May 10 
Lams, THomas JOHN, Staines, Licensed Victualler 
Kingston, Surrey Pet April 26 Ord May 9 
LATHAM, WILLIAM, jun, Altrincham, Cheshire, 
Brewer's Traveller Manchester Pet May 9 U:d 
ay § 
LEACH, ALBERT HENRY, Rochdale, Painter Oldham 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Lion. Micuet, Artillery lane, Bishopsgate, Boot 
Manufacturer High Court Pet ry 9 Ord 
May 9 
Lona, Wriu1aM, Chichester, Tailor Brighton Pet 
May t0 Ord May 10 - 
MANN, WILLIAM, Birmingbam, Grocer Birmingham 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Maw, Ropert, North Shielis, Clerk Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Mayii Ord May it 
MITcHELL, Joun, Hyde, Cheshire, Publican Ashton 
under Lyne and Stalybiidge Pet May 9 Ord 


May 9 

MORGAN, PHILIP, and Joseru PEPPER WriGut, York, 
Mauufacturing Confectioners York Pet May 9 
Ord May 9 

NEwrTon, HENRY NovurskE, Sandown, I.W., Bicwor 
Newport and Ryde Pet March 22. Urd May 4 

PALMER, JOHN UASTLEDINE, Halifax, Tailor Halifax 
Pet May 11 Ora May it 

PICcKWORTH, WILLIAM JOHN, Plaistow, Es:ex, School 
Board Teacher High Court Pet May 9 Ord 


May 9 
Piercy, JoHN Puitip, Tooley st, Southwark, Pro- 
vision Agent High Court Pet May 4 Ord 


lay 8 

Ranpaxt, JouN WALKER, Workington, Cumberland, 
Pork Butcher Wockington Vet May 9 Ord 

May 9 

Rest, Mark, Bicester, King’s End, Oxford, late 
Innkeeper Oxford Pet May7 Ord May7 

Ropexts, Isaac, Bagiilt, Flint, Grocer Chester Pet 
May 9 Ord Mays 

Rovur.LeDGE, JOHN, South Shields, Gent Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet April 24 Ord May it 

SADLER, SAMUEL, Dudley, formerly Grocer Dudley 
Pet May8 Ord May 8 

SLATER, JESSE, Meltham, nr Huddersfield, School- 
master Huddersfield Pet May9 Ord May 9 

SmiTrH (©. GRANT, Cursitor st, Chancery lane, Club 
Proprietor HighCourt PetMarch6 Ord May9 

Smiru, Tuomas BLOWER, Cowley rd, Brixtun, late 
—— Clerk High Court Pet May 10 Ord 

ay 10 

STARLING, Joun, Guisbrough, Yorks, Innkeeper 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesburough Pet May 
8 Ord May 8 

Tere, Epwin, East Cowes, I. W., Painter Newport 
and Kyde Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Tuomas, DANIEL, Blaengarw, nr Bridgend, Ulam, 
Grocer Cardiff Pet Mays Ord May 8 

Was, WILLIAM L., Bishopstoke, Hants, Auc- 
tioneer Southampton Pet April24 Ord May 10 

Wi.uiaMs, THoMas, Penygroes, Carnarvonshire, 
Grocer Bangor Pet Mayiit Ord May 11 


FIRST MEETINGS. | 

CHAPPBLL, JouHN HENRY, Cardiff, Musical Instru- 
ment Dealer May 21 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Lincoln’s ina 

CLAYBOURNE, GEORGE ALEXANDER, and JULIA ANNIE 
Gross (formerly CLAYLOURNE), Doncaster, Mil- 
liners May 22at3 Off Kec. Fiztree lane, Shettield 

Cox, GEORGE, Stamford st, Blackfriars, Proprietor 
of Repository for Horses May 24 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy blags, Lincoln s ina 

CRIDLAsD, JAMES WALTER, Leytonstone, Gent May 
z4at1L 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
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Dixon, JOHN WILLIAM, New Clee, Lines, Fisherman 
May 22 ati1 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Dopps, MATTHEW BowsER, Victoria chambers, Vic- 
toria st, and Ragworth Norton, nr Stockton on 
Tees, Engineer and Solicitor May 24 atil Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

ELpEn, PrTeR, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Curer 
2ati11 Off Rec, Trin ity House lane, Huil 

Foster, HENrY EDWARD, Bra dford, Worsted Spinner 
Moy 23at3 Off Ree, “anor row, Bradtord 

GaLLowAy, WILLIAM HENRY, Belgrave, Leic, Leather 

ay 22 at 12.20 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, 

Leicester 

GODFREY, JAMES PHILIP, 


May 


Copthall chmbrs, Stock 
Broker May 22 at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

GraFF, Pump, Central st, St Luke’s, Master Baker 
May 28 at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

GBANDFIBLD, MattuEew, Newtown, Bristol, Grocer 
May 22at1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

Gairriras, J. W., Olid st, Shoreditch, Timber Mer- 
chant May 23 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

HaMBROOK, JOHN, Hackington, Kent, Farmer May 
22 at 3.15 Fountain Hotel, Canterbury 

Haris, JOHN THoMAS, Tyndale pl, Upper st, Isling- 
ton, Boot Dealer May 23 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

HAYMANN, GusTAVE, Drayton gdns, Si -—s Kensing- 
ton, Dre-smaker May 24 at 2.30 , Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn i 

HIKATHCOTE, GERALD WILLIAM 
Hants, Schoolmaster May 22 at 11 
East st, Southampton 

Hicks, SAMUEL, Chelt nham, Fruiterer May 21 at 
4.15 County Court Office, Cheltenham 

Huu. FREDERICK CLARK, Ramsey, Hunts, Butcher 
May 24 at 12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Hurst, ADAM, Cawthorne, nr Barnsley, Farmer May 
22at10 Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, Barnsley 

Hircurss, James, Manchester, Tailor May 21 at 1! 
Otf Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Hovanton, WILLIAM, Copthall bidgs, Promoter of 
Public Companies May 22 at 11 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

LEWIS, Mansell st, Whitechapel, Importer of 

Bulbs May 22at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s 


inn 

JACKSON, GEORGE HENRY, Burton on Trent, Painter 
May 22at3 Midland Hotel, Burton on Trent 

Jussoxy HENRY, Warwick, Upbolsterer May 23 at 
12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

LEWIS, FRANCIS, Castle Eaton, Wilts, Hotel Keeper 
May 21 at12 Off Rec, 32, High st. Swindon 

LOocKHART, MILES, St Ste ‘phen’ 88sq, Westbourne pk, 
Gent May 23at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

LowE, FREDERICK AUGUSTUS WHITMORE, Theobald’s 
rd, Solicitor May 23 at1 33, Carey st, Linculn’s 


Clerk May 25 at 11 


YVERY, Romsey, 
Off Ree, 4, 


inn 
tay. RoneErt, North Shields, 
ff Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 


WILLIAM EpWARD, Birmingham, 


MICKEBWEIGHT, 
25, Colmore row, Birming- 


Draper May 29 at 11 
ham 


MITCHELL, GEORGE, Candahar rd, Battersea, Mason 
May 2tat3 119, Victoria st, Westminster 

MORGAN, PHILIP, and JOSEPH PEPPER WRIGHT, York. 
eee os Confectioners May 28 at1.15 Off 
Rec, Y 

NEALE, » Donsaster, Grocer May 22at2 Off 
Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

NEVILLE, FREDERIC, Willersley, Glos, Clerk in Holy 
Orders May 25at1i1 Off Rec, Worcester 

O’NEIL, JoHN, Mold, Fish Dealer May 22 at 2 
Bankruptcy Office, Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

O'NEILL, WRENCE, Stratford, formerly Brewer 
May 22at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

PAGE, FREDERICK, Countesthorpe, Leicester, Butcher 
May 22at3 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 

PIERCY, JOHN PHILIP, Toole y st, Southwark, Pro 
vision Agent May 21tat 12.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

PRICKARD, T. C., late Dderw, Rhbz ayader Radnorshire, 
May 24 at 12 33, Care y st, Lincoln’s inn 

PROLE, WILLIAM WATSON, Ladbroke cres, Notting 
hill, Gent May 24at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Por- 
tugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

a JOHN WALKER, Workington, Cumberl: and, 

k Butcher May 23at2 67, Duke st, White 

ncaa 

ROSSITER, SAMUEL, Todber, Dorset, Dealer May 22 
at | 12.30 Off Rec, Ss alisbury 


THELAWGUARANTEE& TR 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, 


The 


The Hon, 


1—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given 


> where required ; 
—LUNACY vOM MITT EES? I 


I1.—ADMIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted. 
III.— MORTGAGE INSURANCES effected. 


Hon. BARON POLLOCK. 
Mr. JUSTICE KAY. 


on behalf 





SKEWIS, am, Leadenhall st, Mining Engineer 
May 22 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 

SLATER, JESSE, Meltham, nr ‘Huddersfield, School- 
master May 23at3 Haigh & Son, solors, New 


» Hh wlersfield 
HENRY Catherine st, 
Journalist May 23 at 12 Bankruptcy 
, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
I son, WILLIAM HENRY, Hastings, Furniture 
Dealer May 2! at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu- 
gal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
STORRIE, HeNRY EDWARD, Throgmorton st, Stock- 
broker May 22ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu- 


gal st, Lincoln's inn fields 
TATE, JOHN, Normanton, Baker May 2tati1 Off 
May 25 at 


POTTINGESR, lat; 


tec, Bond ter, Waketield 

TEE, EDWIN, East Cowes, I. W., Painter 
2 Holyrood chmbrs. Newport, I. W. 

THomMAs, MorGAN, Glyncymmer, Lilangynwyd, 
Glam, Farmer May 2iat1i2 Castle H»tel, Neath | 

TucksRr, EpWIn, Bristol. Importer of Sponge May 
22 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

WALLIS, WittIAM L., Bishopstoke, Hants, Auc- 
tioneer May 24at11 Off eo, 4, East st, South- 
ampton 

WoopHovusE, WyYNDHAM Sparks, Kingston on 
Thames, late Capt 3rd Battalion Manchester Regt 
May 23 at11 No16 Room, 30and 3t, St Swithin’s 


lane 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
ANDREW ARTHUR, Mayfield, Staffs, 
Burton on Trent Pet April 26 Ord 


AMIES, THOMAS 
Ironmonger 
May 10 

ARCHER, FREDERICK, Margaret st, 
Tailor High Court Pet April 6 

BEsLEY, G@ H, formerly of Stamford a» 
High Court Pet Marchs Ord May 

CHAPPELL, JOHN HENRY, Cardiff, Mosical Instru- 
ment Dealer Cardiff Pet April29 Ord May 10 

CHICHEST&R, Hon GEORGE AUGUSTUS HAMILTON, 
Park st High Court Pet Novs8 Ord May 11 

CLARKE, HENRY, Station Hill, Farnham, Saddler 
oa dford and Godalming Pet May 11 Ord 
o1a 

CoBET, Hany Ivo, Roxeth, Harrow, Grocer St 
Albans Pet April 6 Ord May 

DAviEs, JouHN, Abergwili, Carms corthen, Carpenter 
Carmarthen Pet May10 Ord May 10 

DAVIS, WILLIAM SOLOMON, Stourbridge, Glass Manu- 
facturer Stourbridge Pet April9 Ord May 3 

Daw, i HENRY, Fordwych rd, West Hamp- 
stea 
Ord May 11 

FERGUSON, DANIEL, Finsbury pavement, Slate Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord May 11 

GOODE, WILLIAM WALTER, Walthamstow, Builder 

High Court Pet May9 Ord May 11 

GOOLD, CHARLES ASsGiLL, Newnham, Glos, Solicitor 
Gloucester. Pet April 24 Ord May 11 

GRANDFIELD. MATTHEW, Newtown, Bristol, Grocer 
Bristol_ Pet May8 Ord May 10 

HARPER, HENRY, Gt Yarmouth, Cycle Manager Gt 
Yarmouth Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

HABRIS, JOHN REEs, Williamstown, 
Giam, Grocer Fi intypridd Pet May 9 

ay 

Harrrip' oR, EMMA JANE, Merrick sq, Borough, Fruit 
— High Court Pet April 16 Ord 

ay 9 

HOLLAND, WILLIAM, Hightown, Manche ster, Baker 
Manchester Pet May 8 Ord May 

HovuGHTON, WILLIAM, Copthall bl in Pi omoter of 
Public Companies High Court Pet Mar16 Ord 
May 10 

HutrTon, WILLIAM, Armley, Leeds, 
Pet May 9 Ord May ‘ 

JACKSON, WILLIAM, * NO Shoemaker 

Northampton Pet May it Ord May 11 

PO THomAs Henry, Batley, Yorks, 
Dewsbury Pet Apri6 Ord May 9 

Joyck#, ALFRED, Kendal, Butcher Kendal Pet May 
9 Ord May9 

LATHAM, WILLIAM, jun, Altrincham, Cheshire, 
_ wer’s Traveller Manchester Pet May 9 Ord 

ry 

LEACH, Ax BERT HENRY, Rochdale, Painter Oliham 
Pet Mays Ord May 10 

MANN, JOHN, C owper st, St Luke’s, Enamel per | 
Maker Hi gh Court "Pet Apri10 Ord May 9 

MANN, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham | 
Pet Mi: ay 10 Ord M: ay 10 


Cavendish 
Ord May 11 
uilder 


8d, 


Penygraig. 
Ord 


Grocer Leeds 


Grocer 


poe ey yo) oe 


£1,000,000. 
TRUSTEES : 


| STARLING, 
| 
| 


| STEPHENS, HENRY POTTINGER, 


Financial Agent High Court. Pet May 6 | 


SaEeEEEEEEEEEEIEoieee 


McLAREN, CHARLES BURNET, Buckingham st, Strand 
Publisher High Court Pet April 11 Ord May 11 

MICKLEWRIGHT, WILLIAM Epwarp, Birmingham, 
Draper Rirmingham Pet April9 Ord May 10 

O’N&IL, JOHN, Mold, Fish Dealer Chester Pet May 
4 Ord May il 

PICKWORTH. WILLIAM JOHN, Plaistow, Essex, School 
Boat Teacher High Court Pet May 9 Ord 
May 9 

Prickagp, T. C., late Rhayader, Radnorshire High 
Court Pet Oct27 Ord May 10 

RANDALL, JOHN WALKER, Workington, Cumb, Pork 
Butcher Workington Pet May8 Ord Mayi1t 

Roberts, Isaac, The Stores, Baghill, Flints, Grocer 
Chester Pet May9 Ord Ma 

RUSSELL, GEORGE, Leeds, Boot 
Pet April 25 Ord May 9 

SHaw, SMITH, * Auctioneer 
Mays Ord Mays 

SMITH, 7 THOMAS BLOWER, Cowley rd, Brixton, 
Banker's Clerk High Court Pet May 10 
May 10 


anufacturer Leeds 
Burnley Pet 


late 
Ord 


JOHN, Guisbrough, Yorks, Innkeeper 

Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet May 

8 Ord Mays 

late Oatherine st, 
Serand, Journalist High Court Pet Dec 3 Ord 
ay < 

TEE, EpDwIn, East Cowes, I. W., Painter Newport 
and Ryde Pet Mayé Ord May 6 

Tuomas, DANIEL, Blaengarw, nr Bridgend, Glam 
Grocer Cardiff Pet Mays Ord May 8 

TUCKER, EDWIN, Bristol, Importer of Sponge Bris- 
tol Pet May 4 Ord May 10 

WILLETT, SIDNEY SAMUEL, Wolverhampton, Tailor 
Wolverhampton Pet May 7 Ord May 10 

Wittiams, THomAs, Penygroes, Carnarvonshire, 
Grocer Bangor Pet Mayi11i Ord Mayil 

Woopcock, HENRY, Hartfield rd, Wimbledon, 
Cheesemonger Kingston, Snrrey Pet May 8 
Ord May 11 


ENSUING WEEK, 

May 21.—Messrs, DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, E.U., at 2 o'clock, 
Lersehold Investments (see advertisements, May 11, 

» 6). 

wy 22.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BOUSFIELD, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 3 Voleck, Shares, &c. (see advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 

May 23.—Messrs, PR te '? & VENABLES, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Properties and Ground- 
Rents (see advertisement, May 11, p. 6). 

May 24.—Messrs. BAKER & SONS, at the Mart, E.C., 

at 2 o’clock, Freehold and Lease hold Investments 
(see advertisement, this week, p. 3). 
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UST SOCIETY, 


PAID- UP CAPI' LAL, £100,000. 


The Hon, Mr, JUSTICE DAY 


The Hon. Mr 


OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 


of Clerks, Cashiers, | 


—TRUSTEESHIP. 


1V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURE, &c, 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on behalf of Trustees in Bankruptcy, Liqui- | for Debenture and other Loans. 
dators and Receivers under the — Court, and all persons holding Government Ve 


. JUSTICE GRANTHAM. 


The Society acts as ‘Trustee 


The Society is also prepared to be appointed Trustee 


either in e xisting Trusts or in those to be hereafter created. 


BONDS granted. 
= “ADMINISTRATION BONDS entered into at moderate rates. 


vi. 
VILI.- 


For further particulars apply to the General Manager and Sccretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 


HEAD OFFICE: 


9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London, 


9, St. 
York. buildings, 14, Dale-street. 


City OFFICE 
Liverpool : 6, 


Mildred’ s-court, Poultry, E.C. 


(See special Prospectus.) 


TITLE GUARANTEE against defect in same. 
-CONTRACTS GUARANTEED a 


8 to due performance. 


BRANCH OFFICES—Manchester : 51, King-street; 
g ; 





a eT 
- wee oe 


